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MEDICARE PROGRAM INTEGRITY 


THURSDAY, MARCH 8, 2007 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Committee on Ways and Means, 

Subcommittee on Health, 
Subcommittee on Oversight, 

Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in 
room 1100, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Fortney Pete 
Stark (Chairman of the Subcommittee), presiding. 

[The advisory announcing the hearing follows:] 
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ADVISORY 

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: (202) 225-3943 

February 28, 2007 

HL-4 


Chairmen Stark and Lewis Announce a 
Hearing on Medicare Program Integrity 

House Ways and Means Health Subcommittee Chairman Pete Stark (D-CA) and 
Oversight Subcommittee Chairman John Lewis (D-GA) announced today that the 
Subcommittees will hold a joint hearing on Medicare program integrity, specifically 
focusing on Administration efforts to identify and eliminate fraud, waste and abuse. 

The hearing will take place at 10:00 a.m. on Thursday, March 8, 2007, in 
Room 1100, Longworth House Office Building. 

In view of the limited time available to hear witnesses, oral testimony at this 
hearing will be from invited witnesses only. However, any individual or organization 
not scheduled for an oral appearance may submit a written statement for consider- 
ation by the Committee and for inclusion in the printed record of the hearing. A 
list of invited witnesses will follow. 

BACKGROUND : 

The Medicare program will spend over $425 billion providing health care services 
to over 44 million seniors and people with disabilities in 2007. Fraud, waste and 
abuse in a program of this size can cost beneficiaries and taxpayers billions of dol- 
lars. Medicare has faced problems with overpayments, underpayments, unnecessary 
services and even criminal fraud. Multiple governmental agencies are charged with 
identifying, investigating and prosecuting incidents of fraud, waste and abuse in 
Medicare. 

In announcing the hearing, Health Subcommittee Chairman Stark said, “We owe 

it to beneficiaries and taxpayers to be good stewards of Medicare dollars. 
The Congress needs a better understanding of how agencies are working 
to minimize waste, fraud and abuse in the program.” 

“When people abuse the Medicare program, they take advantage of senior 
citizens and people with disabilities who need medical services and care,” 
said Oversight Subcommittee Chairman Lewis. “We must find ways to detect 
and eliminate fraud to protect Medicare beneficiaries. Our Subcommittees 
will continue to work with governmental agencies to preserve the integrity 
of the Medicare program.” 

FOCUS OF THE HEARING : 

The hearing will focus on prevention, detection, investigation and prosecution of 
Medicare fraud, waste and abuse at the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Serv- 
ices, the Health and Human Services Office of Inspector General, and the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS : 

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit for the hear- 
ing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page of the Committee 
website and complete the informational forms. From the Committee homepage, 
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http:llwaysandmeans.house.gov, select “110th Congress” from the menu entitled, 
“Committee Hearings ” ( http://waysandmeans.house.gov/Hearings.asp?congress=18 ). 
Select the hearing for which you would like to submit, and click on the link entitled, 
“Click here to provide a submission for the record.” Once you have followed the on- 
line instructions, completing all informational forms and clicking “submit” on the 
final page, an email will be sent to the address which you supply confirming your 
interest in providing a submission for the record. You MUST REPLY to the email 
and ATTACH your submission as a Word or WordPerfect document, in compliance 
with the formatting requirements listed below, by close of business Thursday, 
March 22, 2007. Finally, please note that due to the change in House mail policy, 
the U.S. Capitol Police will refuse sealed-package deliveries to all House Office 
Buildings. For questions, or if you encounter technical problems, please call (202) 
225-1721. 


FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS: 


The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record. As al- 
ways, submissions will be included in the record according to the discretion of the Committee. 
The Committee will not alter the content of your submission, but we reserve the right to format 
it according to our guidelines. Any submission provided to the Committee by a witness, any sup- 
plementary materials submitted for the printed record, and any written comments in response 
to a request for written comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission 
or supplementary item not in compliance with these guidelines will not be printed, but will be 
maintained in the Committee files for review and use by the Committee. 

1. All submissions and supplementary materials must be provided in Word or WordPerfect 
format and MUST NOT exceed a total of 10 pages, including attachments. Witnesses and sub- 
mitters are advised that the Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official 
hearing record. 

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing. 
Instead, exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material 
not meeting these specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use 
by the Committee. 

3. All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons, and/or organizations on whose 
behalf the witness appears. A supplemental sheet must accompany each submission listing the 
name, company, address, telephone and fax numbers of each witness. 

Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available on the World 
Wide Web at http://waysandmeans.house.gov. 

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities. 
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call 202-225-1721 or 202-226- 
3411 TTD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested). 
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail- 
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com- 
mittee as noted above. 


Chairman STARK. With the consent of the Chairman of the 
Oversight Committee and the Ranking Member of the Oversight 
Committee, the joint hearing can proceed. I want to welcome every- 
one to the first Medicare Oversight hearing. Mr. Lewis and I felt 
that it was necessary to hold this as a joint meeting and I welcome 
that opportunity. The topic, of course, is protecting Medicare bene- 
ficiaries from abuse and protecting the taxpayers from waste and 
fraud. 

We are dealing with this in a program that is going to spend 400 
billion dollars this calendar year and providing services for 44 mil- 
lion people. 

We will hear from three agencies, Inspector General Dan 
Levinson is in charge of the audits, inspections, investigations of 
fraud, waste and abuse. The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
has provided Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) 
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and Congress with a lot of valuable information on everything from 
part B drugs to nursing home quality to the fraud in some durable 
medical equipment. It is interesting to note that the OIG Red Book 
which among other savings options suggests that Medicare Advan- 
tage Plans are overpaid. He picks the number 2.5 billion. In 2006 
CMS reported improper Medicare payments of over 10 billion. 

I believe and I will ask General Levinson to correct me if I am 
wrong, but improper payments in our system do not imply that 
every improper payment is a fraud or is a violation. 

For those of you who balance your own checkbooks or do your 
own tax statements, if you could imagine something like 80 million 
transactions, there are bound to be mistakes. I believe it is correct 
that the mistakes, the unintentional errors, the arithmetic errors, 
the transpositions show up in that 10 billion and I would despair 
of ever getting that to zero just because of the human factor in the 
huge volume of relatively small transactions that must be proc- 
essed by intermediaries and then surveyed by CMS. I just want 
to — I think I am correct to tell my colleagues that my guess would 
be that somewhere around half of the figures that come out from 
year to year are actually fraudulent or intentional mistakes and 
the other half is just what engineers would call the entropy in the 
system. 

The final witnesses responsible for investigating and prosecuting 
Medicare’s bad actors and as a U.S. Attorney for the Southern Dis- 
trict of Florida, who I gather has been fired, you are still with us 
so you are not on that list. Nobody has called you right? Okay, we 
have got a good one here. 

Mr. Acosta has identified numerous schemes to defraud Medicare 
in the durable medical equipment. For those of you who want some 
trivia, actually, the impetus for what are now called the Stark laws 
started because of a lot of good work done by the State legislature 
in Florida, by some investigative reporters from I think “The Sun 
Journal,” and in finding a lot of abuse in providing Medicare sys- 
tems I think in those days in diagnostic — either diagnostic labs or 
imaging, but at any rate, several good reforms have come out of the 
State of Florida. 

I look forward to hearing from all the witnesses and I would rec- 
ognize my colleague and friend, John Lewis, the Chairman of the 
Oversight Committee. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. Thank you, Chairman Stark. 
My colleague and Ranking Member Ramstad and I would like to 
thank you and Ranking Member Camp for holding this joint hear- 
ing today with the Subcommittee on Oversight. 

It is the responsibility of both Subcommittees to guard the integ- 
rity of the Medicare Program and protect its beneficiaries who 
many times are the most vulnerable people in our society. They are 
our parents and grandparents who have given their youth to this 
Nation and they deserve our protection and the finest public serv- 
ice. 

I want to thank the witnesses, each of the witnesses for being 
here today and for all their efforts to protect the Medicare Pro- 
gram. Your work has returned over 8.5 billion dollars to the pro- 
gram. You have done an excellent job. You have helped to move us 
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down the road to reform that we are seeking in this Congress and 
we thank you. 

There is still so much more that we can do. I am very concerned 
that there has been almost no oversight of the new prescription 
drug benefit under Part D. This is not responsible leadership. I 
hope today I will hear each agency plan to reduce fraud in Medi- 
care Part D. 

The fraud and abuse in the Medicare system, the shame and a 
disgrace, a view of the suspicion of people who question Govern- 
ment’s social service. We must find a way to eliminate the fraud 
in the Medicare system so that it works for the people it was in- 
tended to serve. 

Your offices have uncovered some disturbing almost unreal and 
unbelievable cases. In some instances Federal money is used to 
support unethical, immoral and illegal behavior. 

In one unbelievable case a hospital performed painful medically 
unnecessary procedures on elderly resident of assisted living facili- 
ties simply because those procedures have a high rate of govern- 
ment reimbursement. 

In another case, a physician was providing a large amount of 
controlled substances to his patients not to treat their medical con- 
dition but to get the government reimbursement on those medica- 
tions. Those patients were either abusing the drugs or selling them 
to other people. One person died as a result of this improper treat- 
ment and others were seriously injured. 

This violation of the public trust will not be tolerated by this 
Congress and we must hold these people accountable and do all we 
can to prevent this kind of abuse. 

This Congress is committed to finding ways to work even closer 
with our witnesses to ensure that Medicare beneficiaries are of- 
fered the best medical care we can deliver. The wrongdoers are 
held accountable and that the Medicare Program remains strong 
for the next generation of Americans. 

I look forward to learning more about each agency plan to over- 
see this important and necessary program that will benefit our citi- 
zens. 

Thank you very much for being here today. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to 
recognize my friend and we have been friends since we have both 
been in the Congress, the Ranking Member of the Oversight Com- 
mittee, Mr. Ramstad. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Thank you very much, Chairman Lewis, and 
thank you for your kind words. Thank you, Chairman Stark, both 
of you for holding this important joint hearing on Medicare Pro- 
gram integrity. 

I join my colleagues in welcoming our witnesses who play such 
a key role in rooting out waste, fraud and abuse in the Medicare 
Program. I also would like to mention for the record that Ranking 
Member Camp is unable to be here today because he was called 
home yesterday by a family medical emergency. 

Medicare fraud, as we know, not only cheats taxpayers but it 
cheats millions of seniors and people with disability who rely on 
Medicare. Improper payments raise the already enormous costs of 
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the program and they force vulnerable beneficiaries to pay cost 
sharing they should not have to pay. 

With an estimated 10 billion dollars, that is billion with a B, in 
Medicare overpayments last year alone, that adds up to real money. 

With its multiple parts, players, providers and payment systems, 
it is no surprise the Medicare Program is at high risk for abuse by 
unscrupulous types out there. It is also ripe for misunderstanding 
and unintentional mistakes just because of its shear complexity. 

In fact, one of my colleagues said not long ago, the Medicare Pro- 
gram makes the Tax Code look simple and straightforward. I think 
there is a little bit of hyperbole in that statement, but you get the 
point. 

I look forward to hearing about efforts that are underway to 
identify vulnerable areas as well as the investigation and prosecu- 
tion of intentional fraud and abuse. I will also be interested to hear 
whether additional tools are needed in your arsenal, our arsenal to 
go after waste, fraud and abuse. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Chairman STARK. We will start with the Inspector General Dan 
Levinson’s testimony. You may proceed General Levinson in any 
manner you are comfortable. 

If you are going to proceed, you have got to push that funny but- 
ton on your mike so we can hear you. 

Mr. LEVINSON. I think it is on now; thank you. 

Chairman STARK. Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF INSPECTOR GENERAL DANIEL R. LEVINSON, 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Mr. LEVINSON. Good morning, Chairman Stark, Chairman 
Lewis, Ranking Member Ramstad and distinguished Members of 
the Committee. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to dis- 
cuss the important oversight role of the Office of Inspector General 
and the efforts we undertake to protect the integrity of the Depart- 
ment’s programs including Medicare. 

My testimony today will briefly discuss OIG’s statutory role with- 
in the Department, how we are organized to accomplish our mis- 
sion to protect the integrity of the Department’s programs and 
highlight some of the vulnerabilities within the Medicare Program 
as well as highlight recent and ongoing OIG work in these areas. 

I want to emphasize the importance of protecting the integrity of 
Medicare. It is a vitally important program that serves more than 
43 million people and in fiscal year 2006, the program spent $382 
billion dollars. 

To fulfill our mission, we rely heavily on working closely with, 
and leveraging the resources, of our law enforcement and Depart- 
ment partners. I am pleased that the Committee will be hearing 
from two of our colleagues today, the Department of Justice and 
CMS. Other key partners include the State Medicaid Fraud Control 
Units. 

Since Congress established our office in 1976, we have developed 
the necessary expertise to accomplish a wide range of oversight ac- 
tivities. We employ a comprehensive approach to our oversight 
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work by conducting national reviews of programs to identify sys- 
temic vulnerabilities and to make recommendations to improve 
their efficiency and effectiveness; auditing specific payments, pro- 
viders and programs to identify and recover overpayments; inves- 
tigating specific instances of fraud or abuse; and pursuing appro- 
priate enforcement actions as well as promoting voluntary compli- 
ance by issuing guidance to the healthcare industry and providers. 

Our work in this area and the resulting recommendations are de- 
scribed in our semiannual reports as well as a compendium of 
unimplemented OIG recommendations, all of which are provided to 
Congress. The OIG has produced a significant body of work. 

I will highlight three areas where we have had impact and where 
we think vulnerabilities in the Medicare Program merit our contin- 
ued attention. They are (1) the integrity of Medicare payments, (2) 
the quality of long term care services, and (3) the new Medicare 
Part D. 

With respect to integrity of Medicare payments, OIG is particu- 
larly focused on payments for durable medical equipment and sup- 
plies, home health agencies, hospital operations, and part B pre- 
scription drugs, as described in my written statement. 

In the interest of time my oral testimony will focus on part B 
prescription drugs. The OIG has produced a large body of work rec- 
ommending actions that would result in savings and payments for 
prescription drugs under Medicare part B. Consistent with the rec- 
ommendations in our body of work, the MMA included provisions 
that instituted a new drug reimbursement methodology for part B. 

In addition to our substantial audit and evaluation work on part 
B drug pricing issues, we have pursued a number of enforcement 
cases involving pharmaceutical manufacturers. For example, one 
drug manufacturer paid more than 875 million dollars to resolve 
criminal and civil liability resulting from the sales and marketing 
of a prostate cancer drug. The company pleaded guilty to con- 
spiring to violate the Prescription Drug Marketing Act by causing 
the sale of free samples and entered into a civil settlement and cor- 
porate integrity agreement related to the company’s pricing, sales 
and marketing practices for the drug. 

Another area of continued focus has been the quality of care in 
nursing facilities, due to the increasing number of beneficiaries in 
these settings and the vulnerability of this population. As a result 
of OIG’s work in this area, a number of programmatic and legisla- 
tive changes have occurred to improve quality of care. 

For example, CMS has issued instructions to nursing facilities on 
the appropriate use of psychotropic drugs, promulgated regulations 
that required training standards for nurse aides, and required 
nursing homes to establish processes for handling abuse complaints. 

These are improvements, but more work must be done. The 
OIG’s most recent reviews revealed weaknesses in the nursing 
home survey and certification process. We found that for the major- 
ity of cases requiring mandatory termination of nursing homes, 
CMS did not apply the remedy because case referrals from States 
were not timely and CMS’s staff were reluctant to impose this se- 
vere remedy. 

In addition, we found that CMS did not investigate some of the 
most serious nursing home complaints within the required time- 
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frame and that CMS’s oversight of nursing home complaint inves- 
tigations is limited. Our report made a number of recommendations 
to CMS to resolve these issues. 

Some nursing home care problems are so serious that they con- 
stitute failure of care and thereby implicate the Civil False Claims 
Act. A recent example of an egregious case of a failure of care in- 
volved a nursing home that settled its liability with the Govern- 
ment for $750,000 for allegedly providing skilled nursing services 
that were not rendered in accordance with applicable laws and 
rules and were so inadequate that they were not reimbursable 
under Medicare or Medicaid. The Government alleged that poor 
oversight and management of the facility’s operations led to serious 
deficiencies in beneficiary care. 

A third priority for OIG is Medicare Part D. As Chairman Lewis 
has noted, with a new program, with so much money at stake, es- 
pecially one as structurally and operationally complex as this is, we 
believe that oversight is necessary. To address this we are imple- 
menting a strategic plan to protect the integrity of Part D and its 
beneficiaries by focusing on (1) enforcement and compliance, (2) 
payment accuracy, (3) beneficiary access, (4) drug pricing and reim- 
bursement and (5) the integrity of information systems. 

We have ongoing investigations of Medicare Part D cases along 
with audits and evaluations underway, as outlined in our Fiscal 
Year 2007 Work Plan, and we will share our findings and rec- 
ommendations with CMS and Congress as the work is completed. 

In addition to enforcement efforts, we also promote voluntary in- 
dustry compliance. Our approach in promoting industry compliance 
is twofold. First, we issue a variety of guidance, including advisory 
opinions, fraud alerts and special advisory bulletins, as well as 
compliance program guidance, which is designed to assist 
healthcare providers and suppliers to develop systems and struc- 
tures to guard against fraud and abuse, to ensure appropriate bill- 
ing, and to be responsible corporate citizens. 

Second, our approach to compliance addresses healthcare pro- 
viders that the Government alleges have defrauded Medicare, Med- 
icaid, or other Federal healthcare programs. In such cases, the De- 
partment of Justice may seek dollar recoveries through the Civil 
False Claims Act and we may seek to exclude the provider from fu- 
ture participation in Federal healthcare programs. 

The OIG will often agree not to pursue exclusion in exchange for 
the provider entering into an integrity agreement with us. Such in- 
tegrity agreements require providers to establish or continue a 
compliance infrastructure, policies and procedures, training pro- 
grams, internal controls and reporting mechanisms, review proce- 
dures and reporting to us. The OIG integrity agreements have been 
a catalyst for change in corporate culture and result in comprehen- 
sive internal control systems. 

In conclusion, we remain committed to a comprehensive ap- 
proach to protect the integrity of the Medicare Program and to en- 
sure that its beneficiaries receive high quality care. I appreciate 
the opportunity to share with the Committee our efforts and I 
would be happy to answer any questions you have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Levinson follows:] 
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Sutn»aun<axa. m I lodih nl O- en-iuh 
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H„h mild KrtpMI^HKj *nhv HUB EMC 

OuroHici: vs as ensued in. 1476 jrd was lb: linti wluloiyOEG inlhu Fccknil 
(jtmWIWiWtfil. TWEr JflCfirt bKr. ClW hiiiJtvh.T (jcttefil Act of 1V7H ( ICJ ACCSl mCnJcfcd sdti?' 
the- bw OEDlinj Ihe H US- OlCr, esnnhl ished OIGs Ji other Cabinet- level depnnitieim of 
IS: I eder:! Guvurnm«il. unveil as aLsnmc mdc pen dent Gov emmeeri auisniries. 

Congress crcitcd CHOtlo be independent and objective wiihin Federal dq>*nmcn$ 

and .ieeneies lor :Iil' purpevsc nf: i I h nix^duirlicxe audios and intestiuub-in&afiirciuramsi 
and crpnatkim;; 1 2] I'tinil' !?.:«■£ itkI irccmi mending policies In pnuni'lc L'«iniHTiv. 

l-l IV I"rtvj. ""I i T.'.li'. i nr-\ III I il:-. ill plsl|!l I ; I|-ii-i:; n 

deleelLny rri.kl and ,i and i -4 1 keepmy Ihe lk.vi.imi.-ni Secnetiry or .\ecncy 
A dm ini ilia brand Conyrcss infamied aboil the necessity For eoriEcliw oxiLhin. 

li> achieve shew objectives, c*ir office: reviews pimM.iirs In nlenljly tyslemk: 
vulnerabilities and makes. recammendalHnx hi improve their cEhciDiry nn J effcelivenusk; 
invi-j|>q4h-s specific instanitS tiflrauiltir abuse and takes apprcipriak tml'crituntuil 
FKSitias; audits specific [MyriKink provider «d pcogjnims Id idenrify nnd waver 
imerpaynKmlse and pemtotex vnlunlary crimp 1 1 .me c by i».iine umeliricc kt lienllhejir 
pruvidurs and the health cart- iniloalry. 

Offl's effectiveness in protecting Ihe integrity ttf Mednurc relies heavily ™ leveraging 
Lb: ruswircus, cil'aur law enforcement putnerc. These partners include die EJcparlirierl isf 
Jaaris't Civil,. Criminal, f v ■ i it ipho n> ■- is>;iiis. u.S. Anwfotys Offices, and ihe 
Fedeoil Hnruaii of Imeriigiii ion. t Jilu-r key puniunt include the Censer; for Medicare A 
Medicaid Scrv i mi fi' M S) and ihe Mcdinid Fraud Ccmlrui Units iMTCUs). 

QIC Siruciwie nnd OrguiiTnii-M 

As- (me uf Ihe Isn^esl UlUs-ni Ibc federal Ue^-ernrm-nl. tmr intsre Ihsn I.5W Eiill-limr 

sudiwtkev;liu«or^ intieHiiidiciie..»d fiirorotys wnmibuee shelr dwciise eapenisc nnd 

skills Ic carry oui ■ :,_r mi&ac i lra|imlcci Ihe .meyriry of HIIS programs. lei ensure 
iiulvanal eLyveruyv and presence, utir slalTarL' I ecu led m VVaslimulem, DC. Ekallimnn.'. 
MaiybM and 'J it^miial offittt add Hftsmalkt field offiloea ifuuiutllOul Gw (Sunny 

Aidhceli OK has. live Ismrlicmal cnils. we lake a comprehensive and multifaceted 
ai'|if vavli It' prulvvl tin' uiteyrrily td'llie Eiei'Hiluxu'Ca prilpaifia. ThvSvtuuiH are ’lit” 

1 1 1 l iffi« of Audii Servi«s. y J) Offi« of Evnlwtion and Ins pediont (dfc Office of 
EnvcstinalVinMdOOllicc ofCHmsel to Ihe hijspccDor General., and 1 5 1 Office sif 

Manage: rTHTTl and 1'c.lit y. T il' -.' inn's wenk eiusely lu^dhrrhi aLt^implishe vdde raiiut' 

of tw.ws.tul 1 1 Jfld cnlPKCHicirt w oik iiivolt !n K nutfiif. tfvsiiimmns. mvcsi itmionk and 
[Taud cnbiNemenl and pre ■ er.rim effixU. 

Tto Office I>i Atjdlt Scrvlca (OAS) h Insmiiin-iiiaiii- nlennl'yirjE nri;i|u|K-i patn.-i - 
.’■nil reiiiihnrseiiieriis undeomlueis. Iiii.iiiei.il .met per I Limn a nee audits efdeparirumUl 
prc^rain.i. cperaltcins. j:nan4eesi, s.nd Liirirraclc.r-;. This includes in v estig.a live audit work 


Hnh IV-immuiee .<i tt'.v s end Meafo 
Si^M'liii Ut-v- ns I II. ilh i 'll Qief^ell 

Hevta^i HuehB.TMT Psp2 
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performed mi eopjtmeiim with odhtf 010 wmpoMfnt M«b ofOAS's work in 
idemifv ny imprijpeTpjyini.'nii, is c cm piemen I a iv l±i ihul of the Office at Lvdl.ij.dm and 
IjijprcLkiru; flQETl. ■which drnlilks systemic vulnen'bLIiljts in program upcrjlxins- and 
prtitf fists 


DEI cimduns r.ji.ii:rj! o 'uJualfons to pruv : I l 1 I JlJfi. Cangrest aod Ihe p.ihlx with limrly. 
uhcIuI. hiilI reliable in ImwCiwl on sighilittiM ianitt. Specifically. ihrarevaliMllioM 
ftmiBcm pneveniinB. ftwid, wpwr.cr j*iib pnd promotim economy, efltesnty, pud 
rlloLi.eeneni .n Jcpanu>.Ti1al pneMn. To pmtmlc imparl. ih: re pons ,iIm.i prevenl 
practical nsromniL'niJuliviiiy liar importing program cpcrjlxms 

The Officii ndTnvcxdgjthin&lOII crmducls. and conndinores i 1 i ^ . 1 1 1 1 : 1 1 1 1' lr. 1 1 I 
iniscimdui.1 lo salegnmd Ihe ETepurlincnl's programs und bencFieuries. Thu :-’, r c und 
C*fH(plc^lt)f i»1 Federal heal III and liuiftW sendee |iHigiauis require OE 1^ kvefuge >1s 
resources w iih i hose i I !■■ liw eeftqcemcni p.irniurs As sucli.. 01 cnllnhi wncs. tinsel} 
with i>: Deportment of Justice on investigations or III [5- programs and personnel end 
inlcncls willi CMS. tslalc LieiJnSdng Guards.. MFCUs. el other cAlititt willi regard ID 
pnwsm cxctiuion, coaipinntc,. and enforcement wiwiiies- These inve*iiftfiiveci(fonb 

I in criminal cnnvirlicois. civil sc:ilcms-ni> program exclLvims. er civil ucreur- 
penalties ami ussrainenls. 

Tlie Office iKTO-nunse-l Idhc Inspector (■enenil (OOGJ pcrfciim! three rrujrM" functinns 
within OIG. first, ii provides general legal servk« s to QIC. including afriuc and 
n-piv^crtiaiicm mi KITS programs arid t^hsilcm5.| admliuriiraieve lav. isdueSk criminal 
procedure, find inicrnnl (IlCi manarjemem malter, The second mnj (wi tmet ion involves 
rotsnknaliryg ijKj'.i role :n ire judicial and mlminL-sIrnlivc lesoluLinn of Fraud and lSwse 
c**a irteohing IlirS pn.ijsiaiiibw including; the lili^lirirs and inipOMlxm cd admin iilruect 
«.inci Minx, enuli nxpmjjrjt'n cxi.Ii.sm and it. il iiauci.uv prtinhie&ond.KsesN'nenis; Hu 
yfohnl Hedleinem isf cate; ,iri> ,ng under ihe Civil False t laiir.v Acl: and li e dcvcJnpiLxcvi 
and mmi'liTing id Liirpcfiilc nlcgrity agrevriKrflj. (ClAi lor certain providers Ihul Jute 

sealed i hen' Fdst i Umi^ A-ci I tfhil iiy wiih ihe h'etfcfiil OciVHemmeiu HnnUi-. CX'lO 

p-.jy . an equuMy impiaxunr r.ile in assislhnu ire reei.l..:i\l heallheure iixlnstiv' in 
Laimplv'iny will the Iruudand abuse l&tva hy issuiny. mikmlurv' nurmluuee pruyruin 
ituidrinee. Adeissiry mmniont Awd a lens aad hulFedBS, and “Bale hsfoor" Kyulaiions 
uitderthe heiser.il iiiu i-kickbuck -^i.iiuie- 

Tl'e Olliu* irf Murapcmtnl mid IVliej- p*e>vide» rtii&iiud tuppPil a-TiiitS lfl-tMQ mid Ms 
ermponentp. IteprineipeJ respiHisihiiiti^ iMude hrmwlslins anil esieeuninii ii>e 

i:reun_.uLiiin , ibudyeL Ji:.d slruleyk pluu. deveiinpiny imerral peSicy. and nanaeiry 
inlirrmalKin lei hnuluyy resources. 


Qur aialTexperiise, 11.1i1.1i1.il pieaenee. ivyur ir~.iLiiin.il slmciLoe. .iiiiieoll.ihiv.iiKiii a il: 
law enfiefrcmcuL partners rnahlu OIQ lo leverage sraree resourtvs iLvuehieve masiruiir 
itim ii for tht dvenjlytd dcliari rnecsicd l-'or ihc 3-year pcfimJ (hmn FlTa ZKM-HKB. 
a 1 , cm ye rcium em mvcsimeml wus rveoriy 1.1 cn I. 


Hrusc ■! ■-■I'liiiuc ,4i Wes s end ’ Vjr:- 
SitKi'tinrilUie-- ul I II. i'll III Oi MSliill 
Hevtaa: HruthH.ZMT 
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rut,; 

Ml IS OKI's. fhndiryj nKchankmi an: i.aii;uc Since IW7. mir funding has eianr llvai 
Lto-xi |irinign~K' scutccs I I'l Ihe Health Can: Fraud anil Abuse COHDftjl AfL>:»uii( IlfCTAC. .1 
aJottikxi, ivhl^UvKjs^iflHisheJtrj HIPAA, and 42? • diterelkmiiry Kspropriaskto. OK 
h.ii.iAn bei'jefitrcl (mm Jiidiliinul sempaury Ila.Im 1 ..- llut fftnurcss has ipprupn.iLed lit 
aupmiml ex tl ass rujuurces. 

Hlh'AA esinblidhid m ■.Iiillirammu'ii in he funded fmtYi ihe Vlediciire FruU l-und 

lo«c>mbdt Ihnid. waste, jnd abuse n li e Medicaic .ud Medicaid program*. Our 111 I AC 
dloraliun wac dclcnnimd jointly by lie Sunylarj'QrHHSaild Ihe Allmucy ticnnal. 

wiihin the aiimutl r#nt« (ossified under HIP A A. HCFAC ftintte wnsprise h major 
pceiiisneif-DU.i'i annul! .iper/.ime hudcci, generally her, been ~'i lis&fl ier.e-.yi. which 
means lhal mc«l ul"our Ktivilics involve lie Medicare and Medicaid pre^rams. In Usual 

J-l'ill -I HY I- i>k'.l : l I \( ;il ■ lyji'iiH w .. , y. ;i|:y:| ;■■ e I fil - -m I Iiy 

T ii k belief alii! I lenlih ( ire Acted" 2lH>!i win Wished a wy, nmucil IH' I-AC funding: arewurn 
fnrOJi. i begimunu n FY 2007. Jl jIsii estiblishtei nnnicd increases ir> :h.ii funding 
Ihmuph FY 20 10 be llic percentage uintast in the C'urauincr Price Index recall urban 
CKHieumert, 

DnteiuLinimry funding represents lEcllsin. appropriulcil by Congress each year lube used 
fill still lilts it Jlfd Ii . ■ I e : I . : 1 1 ■ i." i : ■ ■ I n ai ayyiayil Iht IX-pjrl illtlll 's prog! Mills 

■Sdwrihnii Modicums- iind Medicaid ni^rctionary fnivcU lypicnlty enniprixi! 
rippriHcinxitciy 20 percent .if OKY s annuii ii pens line budeul and in ] V IOA7 amounted Id 
nearly 5411 mil liuci. 

Aiidiimnully, Dung re:-,--, h,n provided special funding: l"r Medial re- and Medicaid 
isverviuhl over and above She EfCFAC amount. Pur example. in FY 2WJ5. 0EQ received 
S25 nfeilHoti Us fijUhr dfaud r was.it. amt amracaansdaijtd ut iUh ihe rniptefnGmaiton of ilk 
Medians Prescription Drug, I mpunveiinenk and MnHcmiyjninn Aei of 20)0 < MM |n 
ndd.liooi. Ihc- lx lit : Kcduclion Ad of2ril>i {l>k.M enrreased OKI's lunduic fur 
Medicaid fraud and abuse Lunteol sctivilies Pursuant Its (he requicementa dI (he DR A. 
hcj^nniAB ro FV zihvi »hJ eominuiniuhrwgh FY 2ftl<i, OlC ■* i «eeivc sn sdifeiicuwl 
Sib mill inn arc am, illy lor Mcdknid integrity activilies. 

(jn't'S i he txpiialori trf ihe Vtditsie and Mttlkakl pn^jiru, and increafts in Iwshh 
omeeitpetidiitire?, OK hriM-«rnienl rh«c adijiiimul reswesw wero- 

inyyiinu increased. icspansihiliLics fur pn&uding rhese prngran’is and chcir henetieiaries. 

rue yn.any Wi-mnu |tyth?n"-L.a'bl Fa|(a*UI? 

Eiuuh year. OEG develops a woiJs plnn. whieli guides emr anivilles Ibr llie iqpconr nu fiscal 
Jkfif. TIIts plan is imulShlt fn Iht publktul OUf Wr'tfc (iU. Allhwgh rtltHMtt eniisTmnls 
peer- In its us from reviewing $11 3(M-plus piuM.aiir, nf ihe i ^inment 4 nniml|y, QJG 
enuaues in a uanYjirehcnyive wait -fi I an ndng, process Id identify ihemurl ioipexteanl and 
Lundy issues furlhL 1 iipyuining liscsl year ind lodiiud ixir Ttsourtes jeeurdinyly. 


I Ihih JVirTmlrlLt m w-.iys.irj siisri-- 
Side Mum nseet m HtA(h ird <Acf '^h; 
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Anwni the ihine* ihni Old considers in whilst its wijrfc priorities are ftodi^ss- from 
previous tMG und cx.lerau.1 reviews i. (iavcrnnienc Areounljbilisy Office Iv-Ai J i anil 
Medie-ire Payment Advbury Cimmnessicm), sure l> f L I i f prup-umi i|L*. . LAprnd' lures. 

nvmbcr oi beneficiaries wnedk spetific peqne$k fowi Cornsrest and ihe Uepartmon. 

and the need Iojuvscw program ureas ihutivarranl net initing, 

At pan ill 1 1 he Ueparaittni’t iiumdaicd annual FeifwinshM nnd Atwowmbiliiy Rcpcm, 

each year our (lffict idenlihES ihc miss signifieimi niiimijuieuiir and performance 
challenge* foe mg lb- IXtpjrlrni'nl based 11 pan OKI's body uf week. The assessment S si' 
factor* iano the dGicrmnualon of w* k, priorities for ibr iipooiitmg fiscal year, h'w 
etnmple, in our mewl runenl niwasmeiM, ULli irfiwni'lieill lhif iracgrily of Mcdscurc 
piy-moils. quality cf care in fong-lenr. services, and Mcdirr.k Pari 0 us chrt-c ureas lliul 
■■. ;n i u i so ruling UiulTiitirinlucniy. I will cobkuutc'ui i hr^C srtfls laier m ufcy ksLiuturiy. 

In udiLilion lo identifying and planning Ike ponribes for lie upcammu fiseul year, QIC 
must also remain IlCAiblC ftMdgb 10 ucrcminiiiduk isw. es IhaL Yunerjc dirtjuiifctiUl the 
year If here if. me cleaner exempli? of ihe «c<J for this, flexibility Aw ilk tfcvafijsing Cnl < 
Caul hurricanes af 2ftQS. Fnlfawiq; li e buriirencs, we promptly redirected! luwurces In 
address critical needs ui king in Ihr j IknmJth of Lb' Simms. UnrapACtcd ntnli ed'llie 
im^oikefo of dio- 21111 * CMf -Coasi hi'meBiwt are fomtruisly ' are H-"* i.:ver. each year 
brines rsev, and emerging issues and Mir priorities and work planning efforts evahi! do 
meel nru' cbLlleii^jes. us they urise. 

Moiwwr. jj.pnu i' ilhour h iirk-pLinning process, und CMKisicnl wilhihc requirements i*f 
the hi .Act, OK reports- tu t'ungiess junu annually un our activities, L'nlake Ihe ^eck, 
pha, which «u fo*A OKTa ongoing work and work to be uiuktiakctt In Ac upcoming 
:1m.', il yenr, die semi ansi uni report provides: j. fo-mnnlh summary of OKT's c-nmjilukil body 
isf t< eck. during Ihe re purling period. The semiannual repurl eisvers Ihn spei/lrum uf OIG 

audit, evaluation, nod enforccmwi aceompdlrtrmenEi. 

Purh semiannual report identities siyiiillL'inl rtyromiTirndalKins deHcribcd in prcvkius 
Miniiiiuiual reixifti tor wbHdioorfccayeactloislHO not teem roriipkiod. Thus, appfisdiota 
ine^ch ffniiannuil repnn liti. sigyiirlcDm Liniimpknumyd recrwimenfUiiiVn: Because: c,f 
Ihe ubbrei iskd uuletk ol l isL in the SL'niunnual reports, OK hus hisforinlly issued 
Lwu OOrriptofflenUry puhl ieu' icpn: i 1 1 i he “lied ISm h. - Cu furlher h uhl iplit Ihe puleuliull^ 
Hinllfesnc impMSi-ijf cott-siivipifs [eccwnrneocUiicns rosuliiu^ linm pnjciciiis fnnjiif, and 
cenluaLkins. jjpd 1 21 Ihe "Onmyc sSuiik. ” j i.vnpijtiiT. <u' iiiT.ni'i:eur- secnmmcnifotnns 
10 iinprcve eivninny uud eflleieney m depurlinerdal pn^sruirn und tiiHTjLiiius 

In un etTcirl in prrsenl a cumprctansiw .li»ing ol'jill recammcndnlianilhHl base nni keen 
fully iTnplernrnled bs Ihe epcrjliri|; Avlsiuns uf lb IXpuilnitnl. tJIU is presently m Ibe 
pf'jccst- cf«tmMnlfl( the “Red B«'k H said "Orwiic book” into one pubitemlotvihfi! w||| 
be u ' 'Tran pend i u m o f LJ non plane n Led Office of Imqiectrir General kconn'inicniLilhins " 
Tins de-rijmeiil will serve « a useful :nw forCbntgmssy the Adinimslnilion. mid the 
UcponitKHi In ilieir ccspecuvc rfforn in klcnii^' w«j« k, oonc&n costs, iratiiinizc the 
qflfoclrveiitsi of program it and services, nnd impiinve ilk cITk icney irf ilepniivieminl 


Hikik ‘C uimiilk: -nl ..t % uni Mcdm 
SiIkuciiiiUxUi um I Inllli :uii Oi cr-i|_-M 
llrarii^. Murzh K, 2 ftl“ 
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pnJ^fullti. Full iJiipfcr'rtitnijtPHI ol'llit hSWUHrtHh'KlairtJnE. in litis duCinivM OOuM afflles-C 
HiKifliiii.il giving* anil incmvd rffectivenefc. in the -opcrriicflKrf the Medicine pmgrnm. 
OK i expects Id release Ibis, oKiipcii.: inr*i in May .007. ftc ionic to dr J ki pnyvidbig lor 
Depurlirieril miilI £' my pres wi:h this ceimpk-ndiam, ns they seek Lo adiiava siynilieuiiL 
proflrflinmflrK suvliv andenitun«dproenini cffewlyencfi, 

Medicare I'nicriiiL SiM-annl C*rnp3rilli 

. lie ^'li^licrire jin.a-r..m Im:, jjrnwn lIiyumuiIumIU cmiif as. me:- a on in Iw.'i and now 
provides- cempruhunHvc hazllb vjil- ir.-uiranre (hr mum ihjr i? millieci pcrsum-,. More 
fun I billiun liif- Iw-Mcn kv e’-r in* an; pcecesHid annualhe :md Vi\liv;ae i? the laijral 
pufcluur of mMUSHlflK eervkw In rtiecounay, T«*l Mdlk^wc cxpcniJlivee taro 
jjfiWLti from fOlir- Nl.im in FV I'Mfcm mvc-rSlR! hillier. in fV Ittlli. 


Wltli M’tpHrxii'-t ifctnDfk ol hca>:h cnre aciivisili ciancs a It’CtiKrtlduili- 

r;-ipi'r,il'.ilbiy no p-ntreei lhe pri'gnju/s iiYicjjriiy In n |m.grnnn ns cnrnplex iHl: 

Mcdieare program. incoirecl pa> mL'in-- Id pro', idei :- will ne-rur. OIO li.i* worked 
extensively with t"M!5 I ode whip a process lo estimate ioeenreil fee- lev- service pay-mcnls 

ini i.l mi^huk' JK tlotta io refute cnvneoua payimsm In I'KW. 010 chiiimkiJ 
Ihuiciver $11 hi limn latiani 1 4 penicni of expend iflurral in improper phymems hud been 
nude by lb: Medicare fee? far ’Service prounsm. CMlliz rqwrlcd rhal Lhi’c-slimnle isJ 
incotccLl Mcdii-mt fiW-fuE-sstTvte payments was reduced lu 5 MJ-S billiun M.-FpiTceiiLor 
expendituret] m 2l*to. 

Ahhcciyli the Medicare pri'pcam Julies nr. Ilk pcca-ider ixircanmsitylD cubmit accurate and 
appttphiK dlahm for payrttetfi, and ilk vaa majority of phMdcra are Honest wwl 
inuiwiinhy, firuvii.T efforts ulone lie mi Aifficttnl hi annum the integrity ofihu 
pregrain. 030’s DVPisi|ihri rr.spimsibiltlj plays a key role in pro I e cl i re scarce program 
rLimmiL'i and. the Iicallh and wcllarvsirbiiuliLiarks. 

MedleurL' \ iilii. rMhilmL"- J.M-.I Hebled itlfr Aeliv Lists. 

Wc nreai.nimniired Ippuuetncly nlemiFyirW puVtnairt wrakikvwsaliil MilitfiabilidcSM 
lii-lp prevem Ir.tml waste, anil .ihi.-,.:- a.-kl Im impmsa nudity (lfmre. U l- nisei bring ihit 
invc-Mscaliv.: hil-Js and arLfbrcnnknt aulliorilias lisbaaraaaiii.-rl llnisa snlm- saak lodaliaLid 

Ilk- MiKliaart rrciprain and ib banaHaiarias. 

4s noted above, Ihw overall Mcdiaaiu fee-fov-sserviae juv-Tiani amirraia has iaaFeued in 
recant years. Hum-awr. the m and aucnphaKiLyaflha MixIiLare piouram plaev ;l al Null 
ride for pajrimwi cnoia. linpK'pi'i isiyirkiins-aiiil i'i:'i>\-nr in spavilx-yfli^s wf'tlyt 
prigniiin^finiiniia Lo be identified l^y 010 andiis oi>H cv a I uni inn sand by ("MS's 
ns sa lament of lb: \3isdkarc- payment unrui rale. These reviews have revealed pusimenlx 
foi uruilemabk' HTviees, imprepwr e ailing. ar»J udturr billirljj errufs. 

Ourrnu the coarse iif iHSjmih.1 recanr annual .iHVi-ssiYia-ni of she IJij'.irsu-e.: s "Tup 
H jjujEemrnl i 'h.il eneei." w e belli iehled llirer hi .■:■! areas of v uLnerabiblies selaled lu 


Hi'jM -L'ammlritt m Waysard Mijn» 
Sd'o-omnnw-r-llL-.iili and Usen^tm 
Hearlofl: hbrLhfl. J»7 
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the Mod rente program, Ihtse wbs nre 1 1 1 integrity of Medresnt pnynxwit ( 2 h quality 
ik f care n nursing flii:il iliuK. ind fl| Medicare Pan I). Within Ihe breed caleycay of 
Mee ilmt; paymcirlt, wc have abo identified mwe r-nvc I V v iltAeea hi litre j w i4lim certain 
ecrvrecE. and proMdef oiks, some offish art Gutttaed belo^. Ttw felkiwine section 

li l'Ii! l-Iii il Il-. areas l'-T vulruirrihi liLy irel tUG’: mori. Id idenhfy ami rsniiiuale risks 
mill to pursue cam of irrud or aniirc. 

Enreumv of-Medir .i re I'livirenm 

.1 /l'IiVl iTt 1 iV'i.iri-'.iini L’Mf (J'IhI 1 Slfftp/in 

DIG umJ cdhers have !V-lt:I > um I'.dsir-. vulnerabilities di Medicares uversighl of 
->. :i|il ■,. ■■■ - I i :|in mIiIi.: [Tcdie.d e-iuuureiir. prOtihClicS. OrllHdkld arid MipplicS fDMEFOS} 

in Medicare payments fen certain types of [5MjJ l Q$. i. r. er i ■>.■ jiasi I Cl yens., Olfi 

nml GAD have reported on ivcakriCKScs in Medic jit's enrol! meiil standards lorjrd 
Q^vrH^hL Of DMEFOS itflipljciSL«Kl we have rrUde E':i.i'imii'.ii'Jal?i'iih- In 
ijvercijht, siwh ne. inflrMHnij. tnytwwKifd sire \ >sicj to pMRPOS *tJfipli*rs 

Eli pcevisnis- hmjtIl. OK <J-jl'jnr uiL'd Lhut in 23HH. Medicare -and its beneficiaries pa p d mi 

esi inwirf Sd(> million for etoime ilwi did wn miM* Metiresre's oovcrw entri* for wry 
type of wheelchair nr RCDCder and a I re spcnl an c-s lima red IKS mill inn .in excessive- 
pijmcnls IcTcEaimsIhal cccild have been bil'vd uvnu n code fur n IcHiv.vprniii-e 

mobUlty device, m addiiBn, OiG Ih* found thru ova the 30-iivmh remul period 

Medicare's total allowed rental pay ments tor nxygen concern I rahsrs .iil- 12 rii v.-, hie her 
fun lire ysun^acpriivni p-crel'a-e n new Lurreunlmtor. IT Mislivare* liraiiled miLal 
IJiiyotMis- for cmttfHrawra m 13 ommhi. Ilhc mIkj capped remrl Iwnm «c calirated 

i hen die per-grjm anil ns beneficiaries; could save- mere Ihjii 13 hill inn over i yean. We 
recoin mended I ha L CMS work w:(h Cinijrrem lo limit lire irnLal period fur con centra I era. 

We are eiMHiriuine our exanu uiiiin of enroll menu c-ompJiunct, Mid nvervjghtof 
DMIlPOi suppliers. it. hid pp iu utillaboraliuns with t'MS nnd the Deportment of Justice no 
ipcci lie eJforlt- in high risk ipcCssraphre orcas. Irfc SdkhlHuL ‘“■c 3 Iw Nave iTy^injj woth W 
ileiem r .me li e upfmvprmiciictsorblcilicrirc: payments sYir e*eum inediu.1 .equipment usd 
wplata. seel: ax wound cure equipment. 

A recent example of uiir giUtafoitEni'ic enfofCL p niciree p l'1'ms involved a r^MF eopnpmty than 
was ordered lo pay W,j milSiiH: pursuuiiL lo ils guilty pleatn false scalemenLS rchuine lo 
health sart iratlers. Ihis vumpimy psv.i ided eifuipmfCrl almost CjmsIusiv cly to 
Irenctreinric^ reading, in flEsifned liv ing fo«il ilks Over • periml cfaevwal year$. tire 

DM I supplier hilled Medicare jrd Medaeaid lor equipment jimvided In benefit Luries 
whudidirutnnxt LXiseraprcnlenAiTealed false dc>c~iinreuts lo supfKirl Ihe false eliims. 
and ran lady mlskd willed Irvine facility personnel «nd phyiiefaiis when mMkaingsiKi 
sersietnu Ihe eqiiiprmenl. 


I Ii>jk 4 ■Jiiiinlk'c ji V. wi b .ml ®r4cjii^ 
in I lnJlh .ml •!!.». n>i|iU 
I lnrii|L|. UHh 8,3107 
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Horn Hatih Aaweiet 

OurodTieo has hid lung'slaruiiii|!euficenis -wills iho ; i t. nary orpuyniL'iils ir:i-lc to lumh' 

knlifi iHhasi For example- foupd ilioi in dev* pi ns ihe prospective 

pay mem I sync in ijim for HH Ar., f MA did nal adjust for -iiKi.iiiiclI mi.il Uv, ,ihle ci*.1s 
L'liiimirvl h;, HHAs, which wurc ulnil IIlxI r- inn prior and i Is. Asa roiu.ll, wo art 
wiiecnKd nvii the tase i mcs aw inflated ami nw Improper puyiivnts nay ttflue, 

We have several review* plrmuod or omd envoy lhal turn i no Medicare paymenls made In 
HHAs w t plan w i cvltw it k eiwnr w ^ h*eft Medleat c HM As accumcty cotJcil 
ii'ik'iirnriiiL'in .mihe Ksewment font ifti: is used on determine priynvnYl met nmi m 
identify* the to Lent of iu.ippeeorinic payments mad? Its HI [As. yi ill atari dolonninij 
wllolHk- rvliiiln IhuCiuil MTi-iscs pni%«dwl b> HKAl were -provided 1 Jr uppn.t>mlc ualPutd 
were medically nctiswiirv. In rtddiiinn in iddnessing pur concent^ abtnil ptymenta tis 
L II I As, ut ix assessing llio cvulily tir tire ptm-idod by 1 ILIA*. l-br example. one are 
ommii- niii£ trends and pullcnis mi HHA aurvCy anJeorlilk-alidfi (lelkwiK'ii^ and 

■ i l- i l- 1 1 1 - uiiuiivn-cMS is iiikiA|< appropriate act ior agmiBL noneonvlHM HHAt 

Wfi have also pursued: oases df'ailL'.ptid fraud by Li H A s. One rocml onloroL inoiit rtso 
Involved « corporation ihn cftratcJ bone beskh we and medical ataffina hisinesm 
across the couniry The nooney acrrcd n: pay S* mil lien Its rcsok o its l.jbikly fitr 
allegedly yjh milling raise claim* ht Medicare. Medicaid. Tit I CART:, and GfAMTUS 
hwe period of several yrw. TbeiGovciifneni u' loped iM i|iy ciawpany Mihjnmvd 
claims fur home health servitMS Ihat wen: mi privviJcJ by n quid I led persnrv; lucked 
physician orders and planer idcno: lacked suJficientduouiwiTlnliaii isf Lire -palieut's 

lKMI)Ob»vntl darn 1 Itick-M an flutv c \sv,v,n • and UlIbniMlM Bet CWIIIIHtleni 

rmd-'nr were improperly coded. 

flmpitat P IdtwwnVs ami C^vTulir-wu 

OKI hasalsn idcaililkdanuniibccorvuIncnihiliLiF'; in hirxpilal opt rations and has mudu 
kv "lire ' lain n? 10 IW CAW overpayments »d i iTi ptii'i- s L paym tm L actn rfc.‘y artd irayinefil 
eysierw For otample, 0 1 aihliu ideoiified niive ihon v 1 - milliL'in in in-.p roper 
pci)innil»«n hoipiiali (hat ineoareclly radod claims usdischarees to hurnc laflicTchnn 
Iraiislors CO poeslaCiilC -taro facihlios. Wo rtioimnuTnlod ni.-UM.Ty of Ihosc uvnpaj-inonli. 

mill ( MS mplflncnied c:.i mis jmoeftsinj n^tem ed ns m idonii fy future m weeded 

claims. 

CrtfJ HudnEofspeeinc hwpiHfe have nlso found huodtimteof'n'iilLHHisof-dijIlRrsi in 

misiL-pmcd t‘jce itiu which am usedsn calcuLile vi.ijo indices Lh 2 s alTcol .Vtcdicaiu 
pnymcnls I bispilals llial ovcKlalo LFk ir dala wil I receive hi(d>.T pu>7iu-nLs *( Ihc 

ekpeiiK-oflwspiialsihai leponweMitncor ninteswncil wane dais, Qwiericm found 
Itui ihere were w idc sprr-od inciHuisieocies: amcere Inv.piul5 in repeining tertJLn weje- 
relniL'-d ousts. As adinel mu 1 -, uf Durwtrrfc, t'MS clarillciJ in ro^ulaltun Ms nqu ioiiicTils 

foi Kfoniidj the* types 0 feosie 


Mimk CuiYiiiiride -ni Vi 1.1 % .ml Mcjja 
SdbKuaiiiUxUi um I Inllli :uii >!!h c i - 1 l 1 M 
1 1 l- j i=i- ! K, MW” 
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Our KUkW OflHM#ibll tfliUil'l liwifV-riK slum cd dull rliuiliscs rvrik'il -|| him mlli.i 
pflyurartP- '.u'w calculotcij li> diminalc hcispiinV tihiliLy tpcraHlmct i >.1 imnipiLlMc 
rhnr,ecs. alxiuinu Ihem i" receive pj.ymenL-; 10 liicli chry were nuL entitled. CMS issued 
;i regulaikHt fo LiHTtvt llcse pnAlerns. rrsu : .in.j; in ari (KlirtielOd sjy iiiijs liifhfi MeJirdrC 
Insi M of J'* f>i< li«i f»er 5 yon s- 

Tu il' mimic OIO 's mlbreemenl eFBirtj invulvirij: hixspibils. y hcMpnal rlmin rcurnlly 
3 gi#ed to *265 iwillioii and tetor Iriw a 6-ycar CIA » tcwtve lea dvtl IjrtlHiy. Tlie 
[liSiwiTimcnl alleged Ihu Ihtedmiii iriiJieinlly mrlnled rirerha-iiv-uhiirBe ruirviriggi*nny 
ihe ouliirr pn\ iiver.is to v. HJki iL wu rux c in :led. 

wt *iii *<> iVwu'. iimi Kin hospital pflymetfriEsiidfiHJ^iotiiw enEwcdw 

irvteuriiy n: Medic :v ptjymenk i.vJ io prilled rhe healih i-wl v, elfnre uf Medicare 
beneficiaries. 


P,h r ft i t -'.iT ; , -i J , i : i , .'J’f.-.'. | i ffiv/n- 

Oier ihcprcil decade. CMQ hti;< pink ceil a iuryc tydj cl'Trtnli un payments fur 

uncuripcimtlnji^ under Mediewc F*n K OKj liHECfruiHcmiy found H-ar Medicare's 
link re niKjr&emenl mnhcHliikiuy led Ua overpayments and wu vulnerable Its abuse. Ir nr 
example. utk QIC levira Ibundlhal Medicare arid iLs beneficiaries would save 576] 
iriilliiYrta year by |irtyinjj for 24drnpsa[ llic (JcWcr- available W ph(y4lciartH*>d SupptiCrj. 
Pnr four i»r rhe -drugs, tfat median cninkijj prio^ nvniUblc in physicians and ujjipl nsrs 
w ere less rhan liul f of ihe Medicare rcimfiurscmenl nmonnL And Rxr one ,li Ihe 
Mediritc ri'iinburKinc-l amount ura more hail 6 dinars holier limn Uir rnedism r-italut; 
price. 

CunMsknri w rill Ihe recurttmembtiune; in cur body ul" mrrfc, Ibe MMA indudLd pn^ isitms- 

ihu Inaiiiuicd a mw drug rclmhursctnetii mahi^lolofy for Fan B, RMflysnizInf ilk 
erilkflt rule QIC played in reforming Pun ti drug re^mhijrstmeni .i i.ingress.nliai included 
priv. !>:«■■■> in AIM.' 1 , mandating! thal OJG man liur Part Et rimy seimhun*cmrnl and certain 
irnrhel Triers for Part B-COwrui] Urates do Kiimprin^ hmis. Fn addilivui 16 Ihn roi|utrjil 
pn« mjiniwrlng, OK) hdEimdenaken audiiaeflbe pow*. reponed hy phamuweslicfll 
n uniil aeLiir'.TT, In CMS fisc purposes ol" Pan 11 re i minute meul. 

In addilkni i - 1 "ur vuliytanlia! mikIM jinl rvaluuinni -v. u V nr I'ail 15 diu^ imrir^ isvin 1 -.. m 
have peiryiied a uijnnbur tyf enfureemenc tUEea iimnlv ■■■ j- i i™.i-niiei,i iminiiaei'.ikT^ 

E'nr example, nue dn^y rejiialaduier paid tivore rhan mil lieu li> resolve erirninnl and 
civil 'inhilily nrsultinif lh.ni Ihe salia and niarlt lir-j nf a prusAale cancer dni^ The 
iXHWHiy pfodfullty toecnsptriniito VYplakdie lYneripiicvi Orut 'dfnkfliMt Aci by 
railing list sale aif free sampler, and emenxl inrlrta ri.il riHllenk-nl rrlalrden the 
riinTpany's pneing. sales and niarkrlin.c pranires ferfhrdniy. 

Ancdher drug ninnurfpetueer agietf w enter n r i.ihal cnmnti i, eivi I, and adminiur.itivu 
seUluirMne Ihu inrLuliH] Ifw paynumi uf S30d milliun pliu iiwneM anil a ? year CIA. Thu 
yliibal K'.lirriKiil rviolvrd alk^atiere: I hut iiiel’.idi'd Ihr ■! .fji prwiwlKiii of an 


l|i'(scJ. , .in>iiiii£c m v. ■ r- ? irj viijr.-. 
jJxeiamKeei an Heath ind <jicr '^in 

l lfttfltu: Mirth si. 2W? PlfteH 
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HIWAlDS-nctiKul dro*- The Gove*n*vwm Hlktsl llranhe eonyf#ey itf'i'ered i*d pfliJ 
i icual rnnuncraLiiin ki Medium panic .paling physician), and pharmacies hi induce Ihem 
In pracribr i , . T >;J V'T p u rrtasr Mil' drug 

Quulily tiffare in Suraina Fncilitees 

wuh ihe- rntpecKd snswih and vulnerability of the Iws-icnm cure popufcailoiiL enauMiti 

i|ikjtiiy eifcarE pi i '. :.L. 1 10 Kl-iil-I 1 >. i . ■ r ! l- ■: in Irmg-ierm him Iricihiies nummls sig jnificam 
iilkrri'Ti Id Frunirr that Tl-^Iltj' :lr! Ir:r-- an: spoil tn lppreprii.ik cnrelhnl mceL-; 

Mcv'iv-i' i;"i MMI'lllnmi Ql'pWielpaL K'll 

□IG'i tody or work over lev era I yuan lius kd Id u number uf pso^rjinn^iLir ind 
k|ii* lULisC Clar^Cl U) lrt1pM)VC LJOallLV of'-L-irO in liursnuj fadlUifit. Her example. ir 
resp<Mwe to several 01G repora, C'MS | id ni deuced n-j.nl.ii .-iKilmi esuhliiihed Imiii.uy 
requirements fer nurae in nurs.nu homes end required nun-inp homes on establish 
proc rises lur tundkiig abuse ecnripfamli. Sinks. krfaJilka, ;md lu.ir-ing homes also 
employed ()l(i rvuMiniiiHiiiUrkimj to fOmmilnie pirns Rid klcril-ifV Jfttivriief. (hni will 
reduce Ihe use oFdiernicnl und.phyi.irjJ reslrainls used for nurcing hismc rekidenls. CMS 
issued u pregrum iiicinoranduin Id Ilil.i 1 inQrrrmxliurics. designed 1 m clarify ^-tcdiiam's 
sideline? for ptydwiRjpse dnut u« in Allied numn^fneilHlek ineloclint ihe deflraliem 
lid .in cnnece»(aiydriiu, jnsLifie&licri far drug. lke null ide guidelines, rind jniipt,ychul:K 
drags. 

Despiie these impemomunis, we liuvc scene coni imium cnnecnni; regarding; oversight of 
riming ruL'ililiesL. A rL'centOtO ncperl found llut for the irujurilY uf lists i.i|iiir’iu 
nadaioiy Eemlnawm of niraltq fttfidlries, CMS <bd no* apply line remedy due 10 ftoih 
lute- clue referrals by fcaies und ( ‘MS '» muff iuIucuikc ki impose Ih is lev err remedy, in 
another recoil review. Olti RkimI that CMS did nut invorligitr some aTlhe mnsl stmtiux 
iiMshig home coki plaint wlmlii the ftpjulrtd i mi c l¥a me sad itoc OlS’u nvcrslgjii of 

nursing Iciire ccmpl uml um esl igmions k I inuried. 


01 (j istiui'etwly evnducnnn ;i scricsoficvsewa id llrther address paynmii andUmrilfty 
issues in nursing Swmses Kxnmfdcs of Hi pics, include: iiseofpfychcjherjffy services n 
licking, hnnsex, iicrpacr nf Mcc i. jre Pan I J nn dnnl el uihl: rei-Wenls in nmr-sing hern: s. 
iiinl uppnppriislC iiTss. ul'payniTiiLi and lhlv iLwhiisiitiT tvndiciunes niMdiny; in uursrpp 

hcwiec 

Simix mining huntreirt prablrms- mv id Scritfius. Ihal IIht 'MinidikilT ”liii hirT of «Lre" «rd 
iherahy inipiicRle ihe civil l-nlse Cun ms- ^ er i lie^ crises often imoh e rill^irirHii of 
w idhcprcod cir sysiemk pmhleiiK suck as. cgecehcive falls, naidkacinn emirs, an undue 
msrnhcr uf resirfcnis d ill fui'il ly-ancpiirvd pressure ■uIlits. and LhnHiic sluff shucUi^ep. 
c.nfi eotidiiM® ml viorii c.s Arsomey t and lhe Depaniiwwl of Jsufkeon 
JevekvpruenL 2nd nelrlenLciu nf iiv>: epiegjoMSi crises, flll'r is jUii v, , ■ i. me Dn no re eases 
jointly wilh .hL - MFCUs In hulpyirolrs.1 Ihc beallh und safeLy of Ibis especially v nine ruble 
pooulanoii. OlUlrH developed omIu^oii aetkes a^alaat indkkhula wd enchteo whose 
■snnduc! cjjlkcs ihc- fimishingorpnnr care. ,nili piniculiir empcucis, nn Ir . her- level 


I Imjk CuiYkiiiribe -oil Vfir. h uni SVIcjrri 
Subti'iniiiJLlivyi urn I Irmllli :uil Ui c r- 1 l 1 M 
IIl-jhic M:rJ iK.MUT 


fifl r HI 




19 


c-lfit-iab "I iivimiiie laeililto mid eliiinto. AtVIiliuuul Ijc. UKi eeriliniies lu iieji'Hirfle 
i|i.i jlymf-cure ClAa os pan ndf the sdllanienr of kiuiIi Fnl* Ckwpit Acc eases. 

In unc example ed'-sueli a case, a mining home setlled nidi ihe Goi-emniiil IttrSTSDjCHHk 

based Mptm dlkgaiionnhut Ac facility provided sMietl nursing «ivi«Mhn! »ere n« 

rendered in acennhinec u'ilJh pppli..jhle lawr, icgulaikint. or . , .,Il--. and. were so inaduqiiire 
Ihr. Ihe* TftCTt; nol reimbursable under Medicare ur Mfidiriul. ThcGuvmiinenl alleged 
Ah poor otrcnigfii arid Aiaiidgcitwiit of ihe facility's opcmlom led to serious dclkiMCiea 
in Ihe benedick rips' cnre. including bed sines, nulmilrriro, and chedcnh of nr h-e.i me 
bunufiEiury. The nursing home agreed le * pcitnanciil e\e! .naon front jiuticipjLiiin. in the 
fVeLul heal III ears: programs nd al-»i 141 r-.ee 1 m mi iiidefiiiik sub pension Irmn Ihe Slide 

Medk*rii Fray aar ftnor Id the tivil Ecnkiiwim, die facility pled no hhibsI to one c-owd 

ltd Mteiird-iL-^iee manildLghicr involving die ilemhcil" jl hcnefkiaiy. 

Mvrin-j-f Pm': P 

The \l' I.’, established the new Medicare pceseriprieci drag hcciedl, kntiun ns Medicare 
Put 13. which look elleelem January 1. TOOk Tins voluntary (teuelit is avadahk lo all 
43 million MedicHf bendkiaftes. According lo a nax m t'tmKkssitriii tksjgci c )| Ike 
cstimulie, \iedknre-omliys dm' far I J in JliJ!i were Sill hdliitrt I lie mj^niciiik ■ : T 
cxpendilisres. and impac; nf I3ii» benefit on beneficiaries. from huch :i heallh end firare j: 
perspective, uukc il critical that Med kart Part D operatic 1 1 licKifil I y arid CllcClitti)- and 
he |*™«red from fraud andtfeuK. 

lie structure and operation of Ihe Tart □ benefit contain leal. ires Ikul prescnl siLmliranl 
il'HOjUeTTiei'il dullfllgCS, AdlttJnltlTrHlOfi df llli MCdlCOIt Pari LI 1 Iknicfil ifcpetldl Upon 
nstLerwivc prtrjfidinnlitin mid in format i mi sharing aiming a number of di veras entities, 
ire aiding Irdt-ral md Slide Government agencies, pi it ate drag plan sponsors. 

Mm tractors, anil health fire pun idcis PHyiYK-nls li» tlr.tg plan s|xmwrs taraxl ihi bids. 
rihk^djiiMmeiiEf, mifiS rec<Hiciiiat»n& «id lo die wmpksoictoflhe betwfll m addiikm, 
fur standard plan designs, the relative iirur,e&il r. .piT..ih.l::ie> of \Vdkar.' dine nl.iii 
spcmscra, and beneficiaries varv IhGcuigh three distinct phasfs I Ihe initial coverage period. 
Ae coverage gapcMd CMOsitophlc ixivciapci. deptuidnUj frt die beiivillfiiaf y '$• lotal drug 
epus nl ti :i it en i lire ,3 lk-i a. lie plan rkujnr, mi ll. tie vifiatiotw rtf these relative 
respect-iihihlie^ Finally, Ihe e'\np!e t li es uf this bene Tu nlsto cieale eli.dler, e;s Kar 
edueali-py Iteuefieiuues m seScelinga Pari F> plan, ber-auifi benelieim ies lauf i wide 
variety of drug plfintwlifc vuiyinttcsCa, femiolwks, nrukphftrmiwy ne^oite, 

To jdclifis< tbe etsJknyev -n F 1 h e new ane eompfifi henL'fil.UIG has ikvekipL'd and is 
inipkrnfiuiiiu: a stmk->ie I'kr ikfishi fraud, yisit. andabuo In Pari Daitd loprodwi Ac 
hepl A and t. el fare nf iis heiierieiiiricit i )ur vt itrk envers fit e hriNid areas 
1 1 1 emfnrresnunl and rtimplianee. (2| ptivnienl uemracy and controls. (.1 f beciefiicjiiy 
areess md pcumtitins, Id) dru^ prieing and reirrftnincrrKiri, and (Sk infvnmlim- 

reehnokay and aysicuiB We Nvefmgptnjj mvesligaiicmk of Medicare ITin ITosm's. 

.diMte v, ■ : 1 1 nud.ilr.jrd cvalualinnE iinderwny. 


HitjSi fi'amnlttK i-i W'.istord kltun 
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ok; OnrtrvAclt«iMl fJui.jAttft m i t urf iMduitry 

One '.'I the meal Ki^inlkanl ways in whirli OIG lias effected riuztuu is by reach au uul bn 

ihohcalili sinl (wiry ro ftHHintiic a oil cure of com pi I an ne. Thrcojjh owwach aciivltie-i. 

UJI. i supp< x is, [pdiurty tllisn:, in preset!* ■ r. ■ ■ .-.I ami n h i Li>_ in the federal lie. ilia >.iic 
prutf runs. OierLhe pa.il decade, OJ(i has implemented a ceanpruliunsjou pieurair in 
pronmlc v^ilunlary OOfnpdlanOa hj hfillh care pcuvidjCn andauppliCn. We liu vi: 
developed tools find inccniA dvii twroiir*^ providers. w iwcveur <.r rsthsw f> mid mid 
all use. 

r lit r$ approach u promoi me nduairv i>nnpliaiu;c I* iw of&kJ Hina. DIG rashes a variety 

ef uiilil.iiiL'i-. including adviriciry opinion!. fraud alerts ind Fpcuinl jds i»>n huLlriins, and 
L-umsIijneu program jtuidinec designed. Mi assist hcj’.ih eanc providers and suppliers, mi 
dc-clop syfficmafrid »CfuCtuii-> 10 .guard nynmsl fraud mill abuse. ctt3ur£.lpprUpriai.c 
Kell nn, nnd He rcsfMMxihle corporate eitiwi*- Olfi Ku issued voluntary cranpiinnee 
program uuidzncu reel] mojcn health, care sretara. These juidarjees hive luorised 
Mibsluiiliul support Itwii (he prt vidci 1 comnvnuity. Old l-us jAn issue <1.2(1 frr.Kl akils 
find s<tKC*H JKWissny (wlleims. *iiieh ictefnify praciistt in Ac Irnttb care industry dim nrc 
ptiniciclarly vulnerable Id abuse ami mci re ilian till mis usury opinion* ki indi* iduakind 
unlilies sty-ting ulMl* an whelker spot 1 ilk Kn-Jiigurnenrh inpliealL' Ibe I'eilem' anil- 
h<ekjb*k siaiuic if «hft ft nud and In'* s 

SccuckJ. eofrupproichiu cninplmnec addresses heal III care providers Ihal (he Gun: rrmenl 
alleges have slvlrauifcd Medicare- Medicaid. if irthev fidcral hCarilh eaie programs I u 
wchensphlhc iJcpfinniciYi of I .a . ■. ■ >. seek imnuy ihmuyji the civil hike L ining Aei 
and Old may reek to exclude [hr provider Imm fuloru pan ..pane'll in federal liealia . jre 
pTi^rjim. 3n Ihfl eOfilKW *( a civil and admiinMlniliLi' ■i.llh.-nnil [da health i« hand 

ewe. OSG oflen arrets nos 10 pursue uitulii,ii,‘Hi in eaehanecfduhe provider enteone unto 
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Chairman STARK. Thank you, Mr. Levinson. I think with your 
forbearance and the Committees’ to move us along, we would ask 
Mr. Hill and Mr. Acosta to testify now and then we can inquire of 
all three of you if that is satisfactory with you, Mr. General. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Hill, would you like to proceed? 

STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY B. HILL, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FI- 
NANCIAL MANAGEMENT, CENTERS FOR MEDICARE AND 

MEDICAID 

Mr. HILL. Thank you. Good morning, Chairman Stark, Chair- 
man Lewis, Ranking Member Ramstad, other distinguished Mem- 
bers of the Committee. I am pleased to be here to discuss the Cen- 
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Services’ efforts to ensure the in- 
tegrity of the Medicare Program. 

I would like to use my time today to briefly describe for you our 
approach to protecting the integrity of Medicare, give you an over- 
view of some of our recent successes and describe to you some of 
our most pressing challenges. 

The CMS is accountable for ensuring the accuracy and appro- 
priateness of more than $400 billion in trust fund payments each 
year to health plans, providers and beneficiaries. Our approach to 
fulfilling this obligation rests on a foundation of innovation, private 
sector partnership and State, local and Federal cooperation. 

Our first line of defense rests in the more than $700 million dol- 
lars worth of performance based contracts with private sector enti- 
ties whose job it is to investigate complaints of fraud, perform data 
analysis to identify potential vulnerabilities, measure the extent of 
misspent program funds and work with law enforcement to further 
investigate and prosecute fraud. These contracts allow CMS to uti- 
lize cutting edge technology, the most advanced analytic tools and 
expert investigative resources to address program vulnerabilities. 

We leverage this investment by driving cooperation between our 
contractors and our regional offices and State and local govern- 
ments. The CMS now has field offices in high vulnerability areas 
around the country and they work directly with local contractors, 
local law enforcement, State Medicaid agencies and local provider 
communities to magnify the individual efforts of each of these 
groups to achieve better results. 

The last link in our efforts rests with our law enforcement part- 
ners, the Health and Human Services (HHS) Office of the Inspector 
General in the Department of Justice who investigate and pros- 
ecute Medicare fraud. Working cooperatively with agents in the 
field and staff at main Justice and the HHS OIG we make refer- 
rals, support ongoing investigations and assist in the eventual 
prosecution of nefarious providers. 

This intense level of collaboration with our contractors, partners, 
customers and stakeholders is critical to the success of our efforts. 
I am proud to say that in broad measure our approach has been 
successful. Since 2004 we have reduced the rate of improper pay- 
ments in Medicare by 56 percent saving taxpayers nearly $11 bil- 
lion. This is not to say that our job is complete. There is much 
more that needs to be done. Nonetheless, our aggressive pursuit of 
wrongdoers is paying off. 
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Let me give you just a few examples. A CMS fraud fighting con- 
tractor in Ohio, Advance MED, received the prestigious 2006 Na- 
tional Healthcare Anti-Fraud Association Investigation of the Year 
Award for their work on the case against Dr. Jorge Martinez, an 
Ohio physician. This case involved the death of two patients and 
Advance MED’s efforts helped secure the doctor’s conviction and 
sentence to life in prison, the first life sentence given in a 
healthcare fraud case. 

On a different front, CMS has been matching data between 
Medicare and Medicaid in 10 States to identify providers who 
might be defrauding both programs. Using this collaborative ap- 
proach, we can detect fraudulent patterns that we cannot see look- 
ing at these two programs separately. So, far, over 50 cases have 
been referred to law enforcement, $15 million in overpayments 
have been identified and $25 million have been saved through 
claims denials. 

We are using new legislative authority to contract with contin- 
gency-fee-based contractors, recovery audit contractors (RACs) to 
root out improper payments. These types of arrangements are 
widely used in the private sector but have not been available in 
Medicare until 2004. Last year the RACs collected nearly 70 mil- 
lion in overpayments and identified an additional 300 million in 
overpayments that are awaiting recoupment. 

We have put feet on the street in high fraud risk areas. We 
opened an office in Los Angeles, California to coordinate fraud and 
abuse efforts at the local level. In 2005 and 2006 the LA office 
identified over $2 billion in improper payments. We have been 
working with the local DA in LA to identify Medicare fraud 
through those who have not paid their taxes. So, far this A1 Capone 
approach has resulted in three convictions of tax fraud, all includ- 
ing prison sentences, and in another 300 or so cases that are cur- 
rently being developed. 

Similarly, in Miami, Florida, we have worked with the State and 
local law enforcement to address a Medicare infusion scam that in- 
volves clinics recruiting HIV AIDS patients, paying them kickbacks 
and then billing Medicare for astronomical amounts of infusion 
services. Our administrative efforts alone to clamp down on this 
scam have resulted in more than $1.8 billion in savings. 

We are also very active pursuing Part D fraud. Early in the pro- 
gram we identified an identity theft scam called the 299 Scam 
where unsuspecting Medicare beneficiaries were contacted by sup- 
posed agents of non-existent Medicare prescription drug plans and 
tried to sell them those plans for $299. Working with our partners 
in law enforcement, we informed the beneficiaries of the scam and 
recovered stolen funds. 

Additionally through our data analysis of Part D drugs, we iden- 
tified and stopped payments that were being made to an aban- 
doned pharmacy in Miami, an effort that prevented approximately 
$3 million worth of improper payments from Part D plans. 

As I said, while we are continuing to make strides more needs 
to be done. This year’s President’s budget proposed several initia- 
tives to leverage our existing resources, to reduce improper pay- 
ments and expand our initiatives. Key among these is a requested 
increase in our discretionary Health Care Fraud and Abuse Control 
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(HCFAC) appropriation of $183 million that would be allocated be- 
tween Medicare, Medicaid, the OIG and the Department of Justice. 

Since the Medicare Integrity Program budget was capped in 
2003, CMS has sustained an approximate $90 million inflationary 
loss that has greatly diminished our purchasing power to undergo 
these activities. We believe that additional resources are needed to 
keep pace with inflation and allow us to devote needed antifraud 
efforts to an ever expanding program. With a return on investment 
of over 13-to-l, we believe the enactment of the President’s pro- 
posal is a worthy investment. 

We have made great strides and we continue to look forward to 
working with you and other Members of Congress to enhance our 
efforts. I look forward to answering any questions that you might 
have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hill follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Tim Hill, Director, Office of Financial Management, 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 

Good afternoon Chairman Stark, Chairman Lewis and distinguished Members of 
the Subcommittees. I am pleased to be here today to discuss the Centers for Medi- 
care and Medicaid Services’ (CMS) efforts to improve the accuracy and integrity of 
payments under the Medicare program. 

Responsible and efficient stewardship of taxpayer dollars are critical goals of this 
Administration, as evidenced by the government-wide effort to improve financial 
management under the President’s Management Agenda (PMA). Under the PMA, 
federal agencies are mobilizing people, resources, and technology to identify im- 
proper payments in high risk programs, establishing aggressive improvement tar- 
gets, and implementing corrective actions to meet those targets expeditiously. Con- 
sistent with these efforts, CMS is firmly committed to ensuring the highest measure 
of accountability within the Medicare program. As part of that commitment, the 
President’s FY 2008 budget requests $183 million in discretionary HCFAC funding 
to build upon programs with a proven record for maintaining the integrity of the 
Medicare Trust Fund. 

Background on Medicare 

Medicare is a Federal health insurance program that provides comprehensive 
health insurance to about 43 million people. About 36 million individuals are enti- 
tled to Medicare because they are over the age of 65 and about 7 million bene- 
ficiaries under age 65 are entitled because of disability; those under age 65 gen- 
erally begin to get Medicare after they have been entitled to Social Security dis- 
ability cash benefits for 24 months. Net Medicare spending for 2007 is projected to 
be about $372 billion. 

The majority of Medicare spending is in fee-for-service (FFS), with hospital and 
physician services currently representing the largest shares of this spending. The 
FFS component of Medicare also covers a wide range of other items and services, 
including home health care, ambulance services, medical equipment, and preventive 
services. CMS processes claims and makes payments for FFS Medicare benefits 
through contracts with private companies: Carriers, Fiscal Intermediaries (FIs), and 
Durable Medical Equipment Medicare Administrative Contractors (DME MACs), 
and Quality Improvement Organizations (QIOs). 1 During 2007, CMS estimates that 
Medicare contractors will process well over one billion claims from providers, physi- 
cians, and suppliers for items and services that Medicare covers. Medicare contrac- 
tors review claims submitted by providers to ensure payment is made only for Medi- 
care-covered medical services that are reasonable and necessary, for eligible individ- 
uals. In addition, CMS contracts with Program Safeguard Contractors (PSCs) to de- 
tect and deter Medicare fraud and abuse. Quality Improvement Organizations 


1 With the implementation of Medicare Contracting Reform (MCR) enacted by the Medicare 
Prescription Drug, Improvement and Modernization Act of 2003, Medicare contractor functions 
are being consolidated, and all contractors processing Medicare claims are called “Medicare Ad- 
ministrative Contractors” or “MACs.” Although the durable medical equipment regional carriers 
(DMERCs) have been fully replaced by the DME MACs, while MCR implementation is under- 
way, the original contractor terms — Carrier and FI — remain commonly used. 
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(QIOs) are contractors that ensure that payment is made only for medically nec- 
essary services and investigate beneficiary complaints about quality of care. 

In addition to FFS, Medicare also pays private plans. The Medicare Advantage 
plans, which include coordinated care plans, regional preferred provider organiza- 
tions and private FFS plans, generally provide more benefits at a lower cost to bene- 
ficiaries. Both local and regional plans must provide all original Medicare benefits. 
In 2006, about 17 percent of beneficiaries were enrolled in Medicare Advantage local 
plans. 

The Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 

Given the staggering size of Medicare program expenditures, even small payment 
errors can represent a significant impact to the Federal treasury and taxpayers. For 
this reason, CMS, as part of a sound financial management strategy, has a rel- 
atively long history of using improper payment calculations as a tool to preserve the 
fiscal integrity of Medicare. CMS uses improper payment calculations to identify the 
amount of money that has been inappropriately paid, identify and study the causes 
of the inappropriate payments, and focus on strengthening internal controls to stop 
the improper payments from continuing. 

In 1996, the Department of Health and Human Services’ (DHHS) Office of Inspec- 
tor General (OIG) began estimating improper payments in the Medicare FFS pro- 
gram as part of the Chief Financial Officer’s Audit. The OIG produced FFS error 
rates from FY 1996 to FY 2002. Beginning in FY 2003, CMS, working with the OIG, 
implemented a much more robust process — the Comprehensive Error Rate Testing 
(CERT) program — to assess and measure improper payments in the Medicare FFS 
program. The CERT program not only produces a national paid claims error rate, 
but also very specific improper payment rates. These include: 

• contractor-specific improper payment rates — which measure the accuracy of our 
claims processors; 

• provider-type specific improper payment rates — which measure how well the 
providers who care for our beneficiaries are preparing and submitting claims to 
the program; and 

• other management related information — which provides insight into payment 
errors by region and reason. 

Thus, in 2002 when the IPIA was enacted, CMS needed to make only minor 
changes to our ongoing processes for FFS Medicare to come into compliance with 
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance on the IPIA. In fact, CMS 
has gone beyond the scope of the IPIA requirements and OMB guidelines to cal- 
culate additional improper payment rates for FFS Medicare, as discussed earlier. 
This enhanced scrutiny reflects the Agency’s increased commitment to use more de- 
tailed data and analysis to identify and eliminate improper payments. 

Calculating improper payment rates is only one step in the process. Remediation 
is the key part of CMS IPIA compliance activities. CMS, through its contractors, in- 
cluding the Carriers, FIs, DME MACs and QIOs use the error rates to identify 
where problems exist and target improvement efforts. The cornerstone of these ef- 
forts is our annual Error Rate Reduction Plan (ERRP), which includes agency level 
strategies to clarify CMS policies and implement new initiatives to reduce FFS 
Medicare improper payments. In the past, ERRPs have included plans to conduct 
special pilot studies (i.e. electronic medical record submission pilot) and specific edu- 
cation-related initiatives. CMS also directs Carriers, DME MACs, and FIs to develop 
local efforts to lower the FFS Medicare error rate by targeting provider education 
and claim review efforts to those services with the highest improper payments. The 
type and nature of the errors we see in the program all lend themselves to different 
types of corrective actions to mediate them. 

For example, a primary cause of Medicare payment errors in the past has been 
providers not submitting the medical record documentation needed to verify the ap- 
propriateness of payment in response to our requests for documentation. Many pro- 
viders were concerned that submitting medical records to a CMS contractor would 
be in violation of the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) 
regulations. However, the HIPAA Privacy Rule permits disclosure of protected 
health information to carry out treatment, payment or health care operations. Thus, 
we expanded our education efforts to ensure that providers understand that re- 
sponding to our requests does not violate HIPAA. 

Another significant cause of errors has been providers not submitting the appro- 
priate types of medical record documentation to support the types of services billed 
to the Medicare program. CMS implemented a number of corrective actions to re- 
duce these types of errors, including education and more intensive efforts to locate 
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and contact providers. These corrective actions have resulted in an 83 percent de- 
crease in documentation errors since 2004. 

CMS also uses contractor-specific error rates to evaluate the performance of the 
contractors that process Medicare claims. While our previous contracting authority, 
limited CMS’s ability to take action against contractors with high error rates, imple- 
mentation of Medicare Contracting Reform (MCR) enacted by the Medicare Prescrip- 
tion Drug, Improvement and Modernization Act of 2003 (MMA) is changing the con- 
tracting process and the contractor incentive structure. One key outcome of this ini- 
tiative is the ability to use incentives to get our contractors to eliminate improper 
payments. In 2004, CMS conducted a study to evaluate whether the Agency could 
reduce improper payments by using award fees as incentives for contractors to lower 
their paid claims and provider compliance error rates. The outcome of that pilot was 
positive and CMS plans to use award fees as incentives in the future to reduce im- 
proper payments as part of MCR. 

We believe our efforts in Medicare have been a success. In November 2006, HHS 
reported a Medicare FFS paid claims error rate of 4.4 percent, a significant decrease 
from the 5.2 percent reported in 2005, and significantly lower than the 10.1 percent 
rate reported in FY 2004. We have far exceeded our expectations, having reduced 
the error rate beyond the 2006 goal of 5.1 percent. With continued monitoring and 
error reducing efforts we aim to achieve our future targets of 4.3 percent in 2007, 
4.2 percent in 2008, and 4.1 percent in 2009. 

Figure 1: 


Medicare FFS Paid Claims Error Rale. Actual vs. Goal 



We also are looking carefully at IPIA compliance for the new prescription drug 
benefit (Part D) and the expanded Medicare Advantage. CMS recruited staff during 
FY 2006 to oversee the development of payment error rates for Part C, Part D, and 
Retiree Drug Subsidy programs. CMS also awarded a contract to assist with the 
error rate development for these programs. During FY 2007, the contractor is per- 
forming a risk assessment and developing a pilot methodology to evaluate a selected 
risk element in each program. 

Finally, CMS, along with the States, have a strong interest in strengthening fi- 
nancial oversight and ensuring payment accuracy in the Medicaid program. The 
States provide a crucial first line of defense in safeguarding Medicaid program dol- 
lars. At the Federal level, our primary roles are to exercise proper oversight and 
review of State financial practices and to provide guidance and support for the 
States’ program integrity efforts. To comply with the IPIA of 2002 and imple- 
menting guidance by OMB, CMS began measuring improper payments in Medicaid 
and the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP). In an effort to nation- 
ally implement IPIA for the Medicaid program, CMS published a proposed rule in 
August, 2004 which required states to measure improper payments in their Med- 




27 


icaid programs. Subsequently, CMS published an interim final rule in August 2006, 
lessening the burden of this process on the states. We hope to publish a final rule 
in the Fall. A component Medicaid FFS error rate will be reported in the FY 2007 
PAR and full Medicaid and SCHIP rates will be reported in the FY 2008 PAR. The 
goals of the Payment Error Rate Measurement (PERM) project are: 

• to report a national program error rate in the PAR for each fiscal year meas- 
ured; 

• to reduce improper payments in Medicaid and SCHIP through States’ corrective 
actions; and 

• to have States initiate recovery of erroneously paid Federal funds in these pro- 
grams as identified through the PERM program. 

Fraud, Waste and Abuse 

As previously mentioned, CMS’ actions to safeguard Federal funds are not just 
limited to the error rate programs described in this testimony. Program and fiscal 
integrity oversight is an integral part of CMS’ financial management strategy, and 
a high priority is placed on detecting and preventing fraud, waste and abuse. To 
that end, CMS has made significant changes to its program integrity activities in 
recent years. 

The Program Safeguard Contractors (PSCs) are CMS’ fraud, waste and abuse de- 
tection contractors. As of 2006, PSC’s were established nationwide across all pro- 
vider and supplier types in the Medicare fee-for-service program. The PSCs perform 
data analysis to identify potential problem areas, investigate potential fraud, de- 
velop fraud cases for referral to law enforcement and coordinate Medicare fraud, 
waste and abuse efforts with CMS’ internal and external partners (e.g., law enforce- 
ment, affiliated contractors (intermediaries, carriers, and Medicare Administrative 
Contractors). 

To further supplement the PSCs fraud identification efforts, CMS is making im- 
provements to its own data analysis efforts. To achieve this, we are collecting vul- 
nerability data from many of our partners, including Medicare contractors, and 
using a variety of data analysis tools to review Medicare claims data. Much of our 
work will focus on addressing vulnerabilities early in their lifecycle, and those that 
have high estimated dollar impact to the Medicare program. Our program integrity 
efforts will focus on the Top 10 vulnerabilities identified through our data analysis 
and developing corrective actions to address these identified vulnerabilities. 

CMS has taken several specific actions to ensure that Federal dollars are being 
properly spent and fraudulent billings are stopped when they are detected. In par- 
ticular, we created a new satellite office in Los Angeles (LA), California to work in 
conjunction with an existing satellite office in Miami, Florida to help curtail fraudu- 
lent spending in those high risk areas. Through the combined efforts of the CMS 
LA satellite office, the PSC and the claims processing contractors operating in Cali- 
fornia, CMS has collectively identified over $2.1 billion in improper payments in 
Calendar Years 2005 thru 2006. This includes the prepayment denial of claims 
based upon fraud indicators and the postpayment identification of overpayments for 
claims identified as potentially fraudulent or highly suspect. The LA office has also 
conducted a special project that addressed improper billing and potentially fraudu- 
lent claims submitted by Independent Diagnostic Testing Facilities (IDTFs) oper- 
ating in California. This Special Project resulted in approximately $163 million in 
denied charges and the termination of Medicare billing privileges for 83 IDTF pro- 
viders.. 

Another important program integrity initiative is the Medicare-Medicaid (Medi- 
Medi) data matching program. Data mining health care claims for fraudulent activ- 
ity has been commonplace for several years now. However, by jointly mining Medi- 
care and Medicaid claims, new patterns are being detected that were not evident 
when viewed separately. The knowledge gleaned from our Medi-Medi activities 
helps both programs identify and address vulnerabilities. CMS has ten Medi-Medi 
projects in place in key states and, as mandated by the Deficit Reduction Act of 
2005, will expand the program nationwide. To date, over fifty Medi-Medi cases have 
been referred to law enforcement, $15 million in overpayments have been referred 
for collection, and $25 million in improper payments have been denied before pay- 
ment was made. This project is contributing to overall reductions in payment errors. 

Section 306 of the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement, and Modernization 
Act of 2003 (MMA) gave CMS additional authority to pilot a new contracting au- 
thority designed to detect improper payments. This MMA provision directs the Sec- 
retary to demonstrate the use of Recovery Audit Contractors (RACs) in identifying 
Medicare underpayments and overpayments, and collecting Medicare overpayments. 
CMS implemented RACs in three states — Florida, New York and California and in 
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FY 2006, the RACs collected $68.6 million in overpayments and identified more 
than $300 million in improper payments. 

The RAC program is consistent with the President’s Management Agenda objec- 
tive to prevent improper payments in federal programs. CMS designed the dem- 
onstration to accomplish two specific goals: to demonstrate whether RACs can iden- 
tify past improper payments in the Medicare FFS program; and to determine wheth- 
er the RACs can provide information to CMS that could help prevent future im- 
proper payments. It is clear that the RAC demonstration program accomplishes both 
of these goals. Given the success of this effort, Congress mandated the expansion 
of the RAC effort nationally in the Tax Relief and Health Care Act of 2006. CMS 
is now in the process of developing its expansion and implementation plans. 

Provider Enrollment 

CMS has seen a marked increase in fraud and abuse activities over the past few 
years that can be directly tied to provider enrollment issues. These activities are 
primarily focused in high vulnerability areas of the country such as Los Angeles, 
Miami and Houston where there are a large number of beneficiaries and providers/ 
suppliers. CMS has undertaken numerous aggressive actions to tighten the provider 
enrollment process, provide more rigorous oversight and monitoring once a provider/ 
supplier enrolls in the program, and strengthen the provider revocation process. 

The fraudulent business practices of unscrupulous durable medical equipment, 
orthotics, prosthetics, and supplies (DMEPOS) suppliers continue to cost the Medi- 
care program billions of dollars. CMS is implementing new DMEPOS Accreditation 
Standards which will ensure DMEPOS suppliers meet CMS’ supplier certification 
standards. All suppliers of DMEPOS must comply with the CMS quality standards 
in order to receive Medicare Part B payments and to retain a supplier billing num- 
ber. The National Supplier Clearinghouse will not be able to issue a supplier billing 
number to any non accredited supplier, thus any nonaccredited supplier attempting 
to bill Medicare, will be automatically ?kicked-out’ of the system. 

To accommodate suppliers that wish to participate in the Medicare DMEPOS pro- 
gram, CMS will phase-in the accreditation process and require accreditation organi- 
zations to prioritize their surveys to accredit suppliers in the selected Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas and competitive bidding areas. All suppliers who require accredita- 
tion to bid in any CMS conducted DMEPOS competitive bidding need to be given 
priority by the approved accrediting bodies. Those suppliers in a non-competitive 
bidding area will be given a certain time frame in which to become accredited. 

CMS is taking the following steps to better monitor a provider or supplier once 
it has entered the program: 

• Implement claims specialty editing to ensure suppliers are only paid for items 
they are properly licensed to provide; 

• Increase the number of random site visits to suppliers; 

• Require greater claims scrutiny for high fraud risk suppliers; 

• Deactivate providers with inactive provider numbers; and 

• Provide additional resources for investigative staff to increase proactive initia- 
tives by the NSC and the PSCs. 

CMS is also implementing new strategies to remove fraudulent providers from the 
Medicare program. Our LA Office has recently identified situations in which some 
physicians are submitting claims for services that have not been furnished to a spe- 
cific individual on the date of service. These instances include but are not limited 
to situations where the beneficiary is deceased, the directing physician or bene- 
ficiary was not in the state or country when the services were furnished, or when 
the equipment necessary for testing is not present where the testing is said to have 
occurred. We proposed through regulation that CMS have the authority to remove 
these fraudulent providers from the Medicare program. 

Medicare Advantage and Prescription Drug Oversight 

CMS has reduced the number of unsettled managed care cost reports. In FY 2006, 
CMS reduced the backlog of unsettled managed care cost reports by 16. Disallow- 
ances resulting from FY 2006 settlement activity amounted to about $33.5 million. 
For FY 2006, CMS had a rate of return of 36 to 1. The remaining backlog still rep- 
resents a challenge to CMS because these cost reports have critical issues that must 
be resolved with Managed Care Organizations. These reports may eventually need 
audit adjustments. Many of the more recent cost reports sent to audit have fewer 
issues. 

In 2006, CMS developed a suite of tools to oversee the Medicare Prescription Drug 
Benefit (Part D). This included development of a Part D audit guide; audit check- 
lists and worksheets; a Part D audit discussion guide; and a Part D audit standard 
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operating procedure. These tools assist CMS in ensuring the accuracy of Part D pay- 
ments. 

Finally, CMS is using Medicare Drug Integrity Contractors (MEDICs) in the new 
Part D program to monitor and analyze information to help identify potential fraud; 
work with law enforcement, prescription drug plans, consumer groups and other key 
partners to protect consumers and enforce Medicare’s rules; and provide basic tips 
for consumers so that they can protect themselves from potential scams. Since No- 
vember 2005, Delmarva Foundation, the first MEDIC which has an Enrollment & 
Eligibility Task Order, has addressed over 6758 complaints and conducted over 2000 
investigations. The MEDICs were expanded in September 2006 with two new con- 
tracts: Electronic Data Systems (EDS), which operates in the Northern region of the 
country, and Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) operating in the 
South. In addition, the Delmarva MEDIC was regionalized to serve the Southeast. 

Collaboration with Law Enforcement Partners 

When instances of fraud or abuse are detected through any of these oversight 
mechanisms, CMS refers the cases to law enforcement. CMS has actively partnered 
with its law enforcement partners at the Department of Justice and HHS Office of 
Inspector General to aggressively pursue enforcement actions against those pro- 
viders and suppliers that are found to be deliberately defrauding the Federal health 
care programs. 

For example, in 2006 the Delmarva Foundation, a MEDIC, identified a pattern 
of so-called “$299 scams.” Unsuspecting Medicare beneficiaries were being contacted 
by “agents” attempting to sell non-existent Medicare prescription drug plans for 
$299. CMS, in collaboration with Delmarva, responded by warning beneficiaries and 
their support groups about the scam pattern with a press release and a National 
Fraud Alert. Numerous referrals were made to federal law enforcement. To date, we 
have assisted beneficiaries in recovering more than $20,000 in funds stolen under 
these scams. 

Conclusion 

For eight fiscal years running, auditors have issued an unqualified opinion on 
CMS’ financial statements. This accomplishment reflects the Agency’s accountability 
for the public resources entrusted to us, and the dedication and commitment of our 
program and financial managers to achieve even stronger financial management. 
We will continue to work to fully meet our fiduciary and operating responsibilities 
to our beneficiaries in years ahead. 


Chairman STARK. Thank you, Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Acosta is the United States Attorney for the Southern Dis- 
trict of Florida, headquartered in Miami. 

Mr. ACOSTA. Correct. 

Chairman STARK. Why do you not proceed with your testimony 
in any manner in which you are comfortable. 

STATEMENT OF R. ALEXANDER ACOSTA, UNITED STATES AT- 
TORNEY FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA, MIAMI, 

FLORIDA 

Mr. ACOSTA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stark, Chairman Lewis, Ranking Member Ramstad, 
Members of the Committee, good morning. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to discuss our 
efforts to combat and to prosecute healthcare fraud. I’m the United 
States Attorney for the Southern District of Florida. Medicare and 
Medicaid spending in my district is quite substantial. As a result 
in my district we are extremely aggressive at engaging in inves- 
tigating and prosecuting Medicare and Medicaid fraud. 

My submitted testimony already describes the efforts of the De- 
partment nationwide in the healthcare fraud area. I would there- 
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fore like to use my time this morning to talk a little bit about our 
efforts in South Florida. 

Since becoming United States Attorney I have made healthcare 
fraud a top priority. On the civil front, we in Miami are litigating 
a number of hospital and pharmaceutical healthcare fraud claims. 
This past December, for example, the University of Miami paid 
$2.2 million to resolve a claim related to billing by its teaching hos- 
pital, Jackson Memorial. The previous month, Larkin Hospital paid 
$15.4 million to resolve allegations of unnecessary medical treat- 
ments at that hospital. Earlier this year we entered into a whistle 
blower lawsuit against Abbott Labs that concerned fraudulent and 
inflated prices for pharmaceutical products causing excess reim- 
bursements of over $175 million. 

Our most significant challenge, however, is on the criminal front. 
To address this challenge, in late 2005 I formed a South Florida 
Healthcare Fraud Initiative to bring together the healthcare fraud 
prosecution resources of the United States Attorney’s Office, the 
OIG, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI ) and the Florida At- 
torney General’s Office. Although still in its early phase, this 
healthcare fraud initiative has begun to pay dividends. 

Last fiscal year, the United States Attorneys across the Nation 
brought 355 criminal healthcare fraud claims, 355 claims nation- 
wide. In South Florida, we filed 68 of these 355 claims, a 30-per- 
cent increase over the prior year’s filings. Our conviction rate was 
97 percent. 

I am particularly excited about our South Florida initiative be- 
cause our prosecutors are doing much more than merely coordi- 
nating resources. We are developing and we are testing new law 
enforcement methods to add to our litigation arsenal, the arsenal 
that we use to combat and to prosecute healthcare fraud. 

I would like to describe two of these methods for you this morn- 
ing. The first concerns the use of civil complaints to freeze or seize 
moneys paid because of healthcare fraud. A recent operation, “Eq- 
uity Excise”, is one example. In Operation Equity Excise, we identi- 
fied clinics and durable medical equipment companies that engaged 
in healthcare fraud. We identified approximately 60 of these clinics. 
Often these companies closed abruptly to avoid detection by law en- 
forcement and in the process, they abandoned accounts often with 
substantial sums of money. They walked away from these accounts. 

The FBI and OIG agents interviewed the signatories on these 
bank accounts. Many of the signatories denied that the companies 
existed. They had no knowledge of the companies. They denied any 
knowledge of the funds and they handed the funds right over to us. 
In this way, we located 34 individuals, the voluntarily surrendered 
$10.5 million. 

Twenty-three accounts, in 23 cases we could not locate the sig- 
natories on those accounts. Those accounts have $30 million in 
them. So we have filed claims against those accounts. We intend 
to provide notice by publication, proceed through default judg- 
ments, seize the money and return those 30 million in addition to 
the United States Treasury. That is $40 million returned the 
United States Treasury. 

I think it is important to emphasize we also intend to pursue 
criminal action where appropriate. Civil complaints are not our 
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only option but for now at the very least by seizing these bank ac- 
counts through this Operation Equity Excise, we can return these 
$40 million of taxpayer money to the Federal treasury. 

I would like to talk about a second method that we are also refin- 
ing through a recently implemented short term pro-active search 
operation, actually an operation that has been underway for less 
than 1 month. Working jointly with the Criminal Division of the 
FBI, HHS, OIG and local law enforcement in Miami, we imple- 
mented this operation on February 14th. The operation uses pro- 
active law enforcement methods adapted from our experience fight- 
ing illicit drug trafficking in South Florida, along with our experi- 
ence in credit card fraud, our experience looking at real time data 
review that is often used to fight credit card fraud. 

Here our Federal agents are reviewing near real time billing pat- 
terns. We are looking in particular for instances of unusual spikes 
in billing. When those unusual spikes are identified, we then look 
behind that information to identify high levels of billing of par- 
ticular items that make no medical sense. 

Once targets are identified, our FBI and OIG agents visit those 
offices an interview the providers where the fraud is taking place. 

In the short weeks that this operation has been underway, our 
agents have already executed arrests and have several investiga- 
tions pending. In about a month. Such caught-in-the-act cases are 
often easier to prosecute than the more typical healthcare fraud 
case that is based on historical evidence primarily. 

Finally, to augment the cooperation between our prosecutors and 
agents, we have co-located the prosecutors and the agents in a fu- 
sion center modeled after similar arrangements more traditionally 
used in drug and organized crime prosecutions. We hope that the 
proximity of the investigators and prosecutors working together 
under the same roof in the same center will foster strong working 
relationships and a more proactive investigatory method. 

Chairman Stark and Lewis, Mr. Ramstad, Members of the Com- 
mittee, I would like to close with a few words about the men and 
women who do this work. My office receives approximately 
$981,000 from the HCFAC account. To make these initiatives a 
success, I have matched this $981,000 with about 200 percent, with 
about an additional $2 million from general funds. With this we 
fund about a dozen attorneys and their staff who focus on 
healthcare fraud. These public servants work hard typically liti- 
gating against attorneys that are much better paid. They are often 
outnumbered. There are some meetings where there are a dozen 
attorneys against one individual; but because they are experts in 
their field, they are not outgunned. The Southern District is proud 
of their accomplishments, our results, our civil matters, our moneys 
seized and collected and our criminal prosecutions cover our out- 
lays many times over. 

I thank the Committee for its time and I welcome your questions. 
Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Acosta follows:] 

Prepared Statement of R. Alexander Acosta, 

United States Attorney for the Southern District of Florida, Miami, Florida 

Chairman Stark and Chairman Lewis, and distinguished members of the sub- 
committees, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to discuss some of the 
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issues that are the focus of today’s hearing. We are grateful for the leadership of 
your subcommittees on this important topic and to you, Chairmen Stark and Lewis, 
for allowing us this opportunity to discuss the Department of Justice’s enforcement 
efforts to combat Medicare fraud. 

I am the United States Attorney for the Southern District of Florida, which in- 
cludes three of Florida’s largest metropolitan areas, Miami, Ft. Lauderdale, and 
West Palm Beach. These areas have a substantial population of senior citizens who 
are enrolled in the Medicare program. As a result, my district is extremely engaged 
in investigating and prosecuting those who take advantage of seniors, endanger the 
health and lives of seniors, and defraud the Medicare program. 

In my written testimony I will describe the role the Department of Justice plays 
in Medicare program integrity, including the role of the Criminal and Civil Divisions 
of the Department of Justice, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the 93 U.S. 
Attorney’s Offices across the country. I will address our sources of funding, our coop- 
erative relationship with the Department of Health and Human Services, and our 
accomplishments. I will conclude by describing some of the particular initiatives we 
are launching in my district to fight fraud. 

OVER $11 BILLION IN RECOVERIES RETURNED TO THE MEDICARE 
AND MEDICAID PROGRAMS SINCE 1997 

The Department of Justice is committed to rooting out and punishing individuals 
and corporations who commit health care fraud, including providers and practi- 
tioners, equipment suppliers, and corporate wrongdoers. Medicare is the Federal 
Government’s second largest social insurance program, behind only Social Security, 
with 42.5 million beneficiaries and estimated total expenditures of nearly $418 bil- 
lion in 2006. 

The Department of Justice is not, and cannot be, alone in the fight to combat 
fraud and preserve the integrity of the country’s health care system. We work close- 
ly with the Inspector General of the Department of Health and Human Services as 
well as our colleagues at the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS). 
We also work closely with the Food and Drug Administration, including its Office 
of Criminal Investigations (FDA-OCI), the Federal Employees Health Benefits Pro- 
gram (FEHBP) at the Office of Personnel Management and its Office of Inspector 
General, and with our State law enforcement partners in their Offices of Attorneys 
General and Medicaid Fraud Control Units. 

Working with our colleagues, since the inception of the Health Care Fraud and 
Abuse Control (HCFAC) program in 1997, the Department has obtained, according 
to our preliminary estimates, $11.87 billion in total recoveries, which include crimi- 
nal fines and Federal and State civil settlements in health care fraud matters, pre- 
dominantly involving losses to the Medicare program. Of this total, $10.4 billion has 
been transferred or deposited back into the Medicare Trust Fund and $604 million, 
representing the federal share of Medicaid fraud recoveries, has been transferred to 
CMS. The monetary recoveries we achieve go right back into the Medicare and Med- 
icaid programs to help fund the health care costs of the Americans who are enrolled. 

These recoveries were made possible by the dedicated funding stream provided by 
the “HCFAC Program,” which was established by the Health Insurance Portability 
and Accountability Act of 1996. This program provides the principal source of fund- 
ing for Department of Justice efforts to combat Medicare fraud. 

STATUTORY BACKGROUND AND FUNDING 

Social Security Act Section 1128C(a), as established by the Health Insurance Port- 
ability and Accountability Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-191, HIPAA or the Act), created the 
Health Care Fraud and Abuse Control Program, a comprehensive program to com- 
bat fraud and abuse in health care, including both public and private health plans. 

Under the joint direction of the Attorney General and the HHS Secretary, the 
HCFAC Program’s goals are: 

(1) to coordinate federal, state and local law enforcement efforts relating to health 
care fraud and abuse with respect to health plans; 

(2) to conduct investigations, audits, inspections, and evaluations relating to the 
delivery of and payment for health care in the United States; 

(3) to facilitate enforcement of all applicable remedies for such fraud; 

(4) to provide guidance to the health care industry regarding fraudulent practices; 
and 

(5) to establish a national data bank to receive and report final adverse actions 
against health care providers, and suppliers. 

The Act requires the Attorney General and the Secretary to submit a joint annual 
report to the Congress which identifies both: 
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(1) the amounts appropriated to the Trust Fund for the previous fiscal year under 
various categories and the source of such amounts; and 

(2) the amounts appropriated from the Trust Fund for such year for use by the 
Attorney General and the Secretary and the justification for the expenditure 
of such amounts. 

The Act requires that an amount equaling recoveries from health care investiga- 
tions — including criminal fines, forfeitures, civil settlements and judgments, and ad- 
ministrative penalties, but excluding restitution, compensation to the victim agency, 
and relators’ shares — be deposited in the Medicare Trust Fund. 1 All funds deposited 
in the Trust Fund as a result of the Act are available for the operations of the Medi- 
care programs funded by the Trust Fund. 

The Act appropriates monies from the Medicare Trust Fund to an expenditure ac- 
count, called the Health Care Fraud and Abuse Control Account (the Account), in 
amounts that the Secretary and Attorney General jointly certify as necessary to fi- 
nance anti-fraud activities. The maximum amounts available for certification are 
specified in the Act. Congress established the dedicated HCFAC resources to supple- 
ment the direct appropriations that HHS and DOJ otherwise devoted to health care 
fraud investigation and prosecution. The Act specifies the annual maximum 
amounts available to HHS and DOJ for their health care fraud enforcement work, 
assigns specific authorities to the HHS Office of Inspector General (HHS-OIG), and 
stipulates the range of funding OIG must receive each year. In fiscal year (FY) 
1997, HIPAA authorized HHS and DOJ to appropriate from the Account up to $104 
million, and allowed the Departments to increase that appropriated amount by up 
to 15% annually until FY 2003. HIPAA also provided $47 million in dedicated fund- 
ing for the FBI’s health care fraud investigations beginning in 1997 which also in- 
creased annually until 2003. 

Since FY 2003, the maximum available for HHS and the Department of Justice 
(DOJ) collectively was fixed by statute at $240,558 million annually. Of this total, 
the HHS-OIG received the statutory maximum amount of $160 million annually. 
The DOJ litigating components and other (non-OIG) HHS components split the re- 
maining $80,558 million, which we refer to as the “wedge.” Thus, of the $240,558 
million maximum amount, the DOJ litigating components have received $49,415 
million annually from FY 2003 through FY 2006. Separately, HIPAA appropriated 
$114 million annually to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) over this same 
time period to support the Bureau’s health care fraud investigative activities. 

Section 303 of Division B of the “Tax Relief and Health Care Act of 2006,” signed 
by President Bush last December, provides for annual inflation adjustments to the 
maximum amounts available from the HCFAC Account and for the FBI starting in 
FY 2007 for each year through FY 2010. In FY 2010, a fixed funding level or “cap” 
is reinstated at the 2010 level. With the increasing pressures on the Department’s 
discretionary funding and the resulting impact on resources for other critical Ad- 
ministration priorities and responsibilities, we are hopeful that the annual infla- 
tionary adjustments in the Tax Relief and Health Care Act of 2006 will help sustain 
the Department’s current level of criminal and civil health care fraud enforcement 
activities during the period of 2007-2010. We anticipate, however, that current 
funding levels alone will be insufficient to address the accumulated numbers of 
pending cases resulting from the cap on HIPAA funding since FY 2003, the growth 
in the Medicare program due largely to the prescription drug benefit program, and 
an anticipated increase in referrals associated with the increases in anti-fraud fund- 
ing to HHS agencies from the Deficit Reduction and Reconciliation Act of 2005. The 
President’s FY 2008 budget includes an additional $17.5 million through a discre- 
tionary cap adjustment proposal for the Department to address these funding con- 
cerns. 

HCFAC PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS FY 2006 

During Fiscal Year 2006, the Department “won or negotiated” approximately $2.2 
billion in judgments and settlements, and it attained additional administrative im- 
positions in health care fraud cases and proceedings. 2 The Medicare Trust Fund re- 
ceived transfers of nearly $1.55 billion during this period as a result of these efforts, 
as well as those of preceding years, in addition to $117.1 million representing the 


1 AIso known as the Hospital Insurance (HI) Trust Fund. All further references to the Medi- 
care Trust Fund refer to the HI Trust Fund. 

2 Actual collections, transfers and deposits that ultimately result from healthcare fraud judg- 
ments and settlements may not equal the total “won or negotiated” during FY 2006. 
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federal share of Medicaid money similarly transferred to CMS as a result of these 
efforts. 3 

In criminal enforcement actions during 2006, prosecutors for the Department and 
U.S. Attorneys’ Offices: 

• Opened 836 new criminal health care fraud investigations involving 1,448 po- 
tential defendants, and had 1,677 criminal health care fraud investigations in- 
volving 2,713 potential defendants pending at the end of the fiscal year; and 

• Filed criminal charges in 355 health care fraud cases involving charges against 
579 defendants and obtained 547 convictions for the year. 

In civil enforcement actions during 2006, attorneys for the Department and U.S. 
Attorneys’ Offices: 

• Opened 698 new civil health care fraud investigations, and had 1,268 civil 
health care fraud investigations pending at the end of the fiscal year; and 

• Filed complaints or intervened in 217 civil health care cases. 

Since the inception of the HCFAC program in 1997, the Department’s criminal 
and civil enforcement efforts funded through that program have returned nearly 
$11.87 billion total to the federal government, including more than $10.4 billion 
transferred to the Medicare Trust Fund and $604 million representing the federal 
share of Medicaid fraud recoveries transferred to CMS. We have secured more than 
4,500 criminal convictions for health care fraud related offenses, the vast majority 
involving Medicare fraud. 

INTERAGENCY DOJ-HHS COOPERATION 

Because the Department of Health and Human Services administers the Medicare 
Program and maintains all the payment records and data submitted by providers, 
successful prosecution of criminal cases and litigation of civil cases requires close 
cooperation between the Departments. Examples of this close cooperation include 
the following: 

• Under auspices of HCFAC Program, DOJ and HHS hold senior staff-level meet- 
ings on a quarterly basis that include representatives from the Office of the 
Deputy Attorney General, Office of the Associate Attorney General, HHS Coun- 
sel to the Inspector General and Office of General Counsel, and CMS Program 
Integrity Director. 

• Our agencies also hold quarterly CMS-law enforcement agency coordinating 
meetings among mid- and lower-level staff who work on specific collaborative 
initiatives, cases, and investigations. 

• We also hold monthly CMS-DOJ conference calls involving CMS Program In- 
tegrity and other staff with our USAO and FBI personnel nationwide. 

• Interagency health care fraud task forces and working groups exist in a major- 
ity of federal judicial districts that consist of Assistant U.S. Attorneys, HHS and 
FBI investigative agents, CMS program agency personnel and Medicare Pro- 
gram Safeguard Contractors, Medicaid Fraud Control Units, state Attorney 
General staff, and some include private insurer investigators. 

• The HHS-OIG shares summarized information about all Medicare contractor 
referrals for investigation with the FBI and DOJ, and the FBI exchanges copies 
of its health care fraud case opening memorandums with OIG. 

• DOJ participated in the planning and presentation of a Medicaid Fraud train- 
ing conference sponsored by the Inspector General of the Department of Health 
and Human Services, and it conducted a nationwide closed circuit training ses- 
sion for federal and state law enforcement officials on the HIPAA privacy rule 
and other privacy laws and regulations. 

• Last year DOJ attorneys and support staff trained CMS regional and central 
office staff hired to administer the Medicare prescription drug benefit and mon- 
itor the prescription drug plans on federal health care fraud statutes and pos- 
sible fraud schemes which may occur in the Medicare Prescription Drug (Part 
D) program. Department attorneys and staff also conducted two national train- 
ing seminars for CMS Medicare Drug Integrity Contractor staff hired to conduct 
program integrity and anti-fraud work for the Part D program. 


3 Note that some of the judgments, settlements, and administrative actions that occurred in 
FY 2005 will result in transfers in future years, just as some of the transfers in FY 2005 are 
attributable to actions from prior years. 
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DEPARTMENT COMPONENTS INVOLVED IN MEDICARE ANTI-FRAUD 
ENFORCEMENT 

Health care fraud enforcement involves the work of several different components 
of the Department, each of which receives funding from the HCFAC Program. I will 
briefly summarize 

the roles that different parts of the Department play in pursuing health care 
fraud matters. 

Civil Division of the Department of Justice 

The Department’s Civil Division attorneys pursue civil remedies in health care 
fraud matters, using the False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. §§3729-3733, as the primary 
statutory tool. The False Claims Act (FCA) prohibits knowingly submitting false or 
fraudulent claims for payment from the government, and knowingly making false 
records or statements to conceal or decrease an obligation to pay money to the gov- 
ernment. The penalties under the FCA can be quite large because the law provides 
for treble damages plus additional penalties for each false claim filed. In addition, 
lawsuits are often brought by private plaintiffs, known as “relators” or “whistle- 
blowers,” under the qui tam provisions of the FCA, and the government will inter- 
vene in appropriate cases to pursue the litigation and recovery against the provider 
or company. The Civil Division also pursues these cases as criminal violations of the 
F ood, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

In FY 2006, the Civil Division opened or filed a total of 239 health care fraud 
cases or matters. In addition to any new cases that are filed, however, there remain 
a significant number of matters that the Division continues to move toward resolu- 
tion. At the end of FY 2005, there remained 680 open cases. Many of these health 
care fraud cases, typically those involving corporate or institutional providers, in- 
volve millions of documents and hundreds of witnesses, require experienced litiga- 
tion support personnel to amass and organize the evidence, and need knowledgeable 
consultants to provide their expertise about the fraudulent schemes. 

Since the False Claims Act was substantially amended in 1986, the Civil Division, 
working with United States Attorney’s Offices, has recovered $18.2 billion on behalf 
of the various victim federal agencies. Of that amount, $11.5 billion was the result 
of fraud against federal health care programs — primarily the Medicare program. 
Cases involving violations of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, or other types of 
fraud by pharmaceutical manufacturers in connection with federal health benefit 
programs, have resulted in total criminal and civil recoveries of over $5.2 billion 
since 1999. 4 The Civil Division’s Office of Consumer Litigation works with many of 
the United States Attorney’s Office on these prosecutions. 

In addition to these accomplishments, the Department’s Nursing Home and Elder 
Justice Initiative, coordinated by the Civil Division, supports enhanced prosecution 
and coordination at federal, state and local levels to fight abuse, neglect, and finan- 
cial exploitation of the nation’s senior and infirm population. Through this Initia- 
tive, the Department also makes grants to promote prevention, detection, interven- 
tion, investigation, and prosecution of elder abuse and neglect, and to improve the 
scarce forensic knowledge in the field. The Department additionally is pursuing a 
growing number of cases under the FCA involving providers’ egregious “failures of 
care.” 

United States Attorneys Offices 

The 93 United States Attorneys Offices (USAOs) are the nation’s principal pros- 
ecutors of federal crimes, including health care fraud. The USAOs pursue both civil 
and criminal cases and dedicate substantial resources to combating health care 
fraud. Each of the 93 districts has a designated Criminal Health Care Fraud Coordi- 
nator and Civil Health Care Fraud Coordinator. HCFAC funding supports about 100 
attorney and 81 support positions, and many USAOs supplement the HCFAC pro- 
gram funding they receive by providing for additional attorneys, paralegals, audi- 
tors, and investigators, as well as funds for litigation expenses for these resource- 
intensive cases. 

In FY 2006, USAOs received 836 new criminal matters involving 1,448 defend- 
ants, and had 1,677 health care fraud criminal matters pending, 5 involving 2,713 
defendants. USAOs filed criminal charges in 355 cases involving 579 defendants, 
and obtained 547 federal health care related convictions. During the last fiscal year, 


4 A portion of this $5.3 billion is included in the reported False Claims Act recoveries for this 
same period. 

5 When a USAO accepts a criminal referral for consideration, the office opens it as a matter 
pending in the district. A referral remains a matter until an indictment or information is filed 
or it is declined for prosecution. 
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USAOs also opened 698 new civil health care fraud matters and had 1,268 civil 
health care fraud matters and cases pending. 

USAOs receive referrals of health care fraud cases from a wide variety of sources, 
including the FBI, the HHS/OIG, state Medicaid Fraud Control Units, other federal, 
state, and local law enforcement agencies, and private insurers of medical services. 
The health care fraud coordinators often work with these partners in fighting health 
care fraud in local and regional task forces and working groups, and these also can 
be the basis of case referrals. Cases are also obtained by USAOs by means of qui 
tarn complaints. Under the False Claims Act, a qui tam plaintiff (a “relator”) must 
file his or her complaint under seal in a United States District Court, and serve a 
copy of the complaint upon the USAO for that judicial district, as well as the Attor- 
ney General. The USAO must then decide whether the case warrants an interven- 
tion by the government to litigate the complaint. 

The Executive Office for the United States Attorneys’ (EOUSA) through the Office 
of Legal Education (OLE) provides training for AUSAs and other Department attor- 
neys, as well as paralegals, investigators, and auditors in the investigation and 
prosecution of health care fraud. For instance, in FY 2006, EOUSA and the Civil 
Division participated in the planning and presentation of a Medicaid Fraud training 
conference sponsored by the Inspector General of the Department of Health and 
Human Services, and it joined with both the Civil and Criminal Divisions to conduct 
a nationwide closed circuit training for federal and state law enforcement officials 
on the HIPAA privacy rule and other privacy laws and regulations. EOUSA and the 
Office of Legal Education also sponsored the Health Care Fraud Coordinator’s Con- 
ference for Civil and Criminal AUSAs, and Health Care Fraud for new AUSAs and 
Affirmative Civil Enforcement for Auditors, Investigators and Paralegals at the Na- 
tional Advocacy Center, and, most recently, it sponsored a Health Care Fraud Trial 
Practice Seminar for over 120 Department lawyers. 

Criminal Division of the Department of Justice 

The Criminal Division’s Fraud Section develops and implements white collar 
crime policy, and supports the federal white collar crime enforcement community 
through litigation, coordination, policy, and legislative work. The Fraud Section is 
responsible for handling and coordinating complex health care fraud litigation na- 
tionwide. The Fraud Section also supports the USAOs with legal and investigative 
guidance, training, and, in certain instances, provides trial attorneys to prosecute 
criminal health care fraud cases. 

In FY 2006, the Fraud Section provided guidance to FBI agents, AUSAs and 
Criminal Division attorneys on criminal, civil, and administrative tools to combat 
health care fraud, and worked at an interagency level through the following activi- 
ties: 

• coordinating large scale multi-district health care fraud investigations; 

• providing frequent advice and written materials on confidentiality and disclo- 
sure issues arising in the course of investigations and legal proceedings regard- 
ing patient medical records, including HIPAA health information privacy re- 
quirements, compliance with the Substance Abuse Patient Medical Records Pri- 
vacy Act and regulations, and coordinating referrals from the HHS Office for 
Civil Rights of possible criminal violations of HIPAA privacy provisions pro- 
viding training and training materials for AUSAs, investigative agents, support 
staff, program agency officials, and state and local law enforcement on health 
care fraud enforcement and medical records privacy issues; 

• providing training and training materials for AUSAs, investigative agents, sup- 
port staff, program agency officials, and state and local law enforcement on 
health care fraud enforcement and medical records privacy issues; 

• monitoring and coordinating Departmental responses to legislative proposals, 
major regulatory initiatives, and enforcement policy matters related to preven- 
tion, deterrence and punishment of health care fraud and abuse; 

• reviewing and commenting on health care provider requests to the HHS/OIG for 
advisory opinions, and consulting with HHS/OIG on draft advisory opinions per 
HIPAA requirements; 

• working with USAOs and CMS to improve Medicare contractors’ fraud detec- 
tion, referrals to law enforcement for investigation, and case development work; 

• preparing and distributing to all USAOs and FBI field offices periodic sum- 
maries of recent and significant health care fraud cases; and 

• organizing, overseeing and participating in interagency working groups formed 
to address specific cases and initiatives, often in conjunction with the Civil Divi- 
sion and Executive Office for United States Attorneys. 
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In FY 2006, the Fraud Section handled or was involved in cases and investiga- 
tions of a defunct health maintenance organization; a financial service holding com- 
pany that serviced hospitals, nursing facilities, and other health care providers; and 
of durable medical equipment (DME) suppliers and pharmacies. Along with the 
USAO for the Northern District of Ohio, Fraud Section attorneys indicted seven in- 
dividuals in a scheme involving a financial service holding company. Through its 
subsidiary corporations, the company bought accounts receivable from hospitals, 
nursing homes and other health care providers and medical concerns, and company 
executives illegally diverted the money for other unrelated purposes. In another 
case, Fraud Section attorneys and the USAO from the Eastern District of Louisiana 
filed a superseding indictment of four corporate executives in a case involving the 
collapse of Louisiana’s third largest HMO and its subsequent takeover and liquida- 
tion by the state Department of Insurance. 

My district is actively working with the Fraud Section. We recently indicted five 
defendants who were involved in a scheme to defraud Medicare by submitting pre- 
scriptions for groups of Medicare beneficiaries who were paid kickbacks by certain 
pharmacies to allow the fraudulent billing of aerosol medicines. All three of these 
cases are scheduled to go to trial in 2007. 

Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice 

The Civil Rights Division vigorously pursues the Department’s goals of elimi- 
nating abuse and grossly substandard care in Medicare (and Medicaid) funded nurs- 
ing homes and other long-term care facilities. The Division undertakes this work 
pursuant to the Civil Rights of Institutionalized Persons Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1997 
(CRIPA). CRIPA authorizes investigations of conditions of confinement at publicly 
operated nursing homes and other residential institutions and authorizes the initi- 
ation of civil action for injunctive relief from violations of federal rights. In per- 
forming this work, the Division often collaborates with United States Attorneys 
around the country and with the Department of Health and Human Services. 

Division staff conducted preliminary reviews of conditions and services at 29 
health care facilities in 12 states during Fiscal Year 2006. The task in preliminary 
inquiries is to determine whether there is sufficient information supporting allega- 
tions of unlawful conditions to warrant formal investigation under CRIPA. The Divi- 
sion reviews information pertaining to areas such as abuse and neglect, medical and 
mental health care, use of restraints, fire and environmental safety, and placement 
in the most integrated setting appropriate to individual needs. Separately, in Fiscal 
Year 2006, the Division opened or continued formal investigations, entered remedial 
agreements, or monitored existing remedial agreements regarding 45 health care fa- 
cilities in 23 states, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

For example, in Fiscal Year 2006, the Division: (1) opened an investigation of a 
nursing home in South Carolina; (2) made findings that conditions and practices at 
another nursing home, Fort Bayard Medical Center, in Fort Bayard, New Mexico, 
violate its residents’ federal constitutional and statutory rights; (3) entered a settle- 
ment agreement to remedy unlawful conditions at one of the largest public nursing 
homes in the country, A. Holly Patterson Extended Care Facility, in Uniondale, New 
York; and (4) monitored the implementation of remedial agreements for four nursing 
homes: Banks-Jackson-Commerce Medical Center and Nursing Home, in Commerce, 
Georgia; Nim Henson Geriatric Center, in Jackson, Kentucky; Reginald P. White 
Nursing Facility, in Meridian, Mississippi; and Mercer County Geriatric Center, in 
Trenton, New Jersey. More recently, in response to allegations of shocking mistreat- 
ment and neglect of elderly veterans, including an apparent homicide, the Division 
last month opened investigations of two veterans’ homes in Tennessee. 

The Division’s recent findings regarding one nursing home are unfortunately illus- 
trative. The investigation revealed a wide range of dangerously deficient medical 
and nursing care practices that not only failed to comply with federal regulations 
or meet professional standards, but were in fact aiding and contributing to the need- 
less suffering and untimely deaths of residents. The Division found numerous situa- 
tions where residents’ last days of life were spent in misery, as they died from the 
effects of what appeared to be reckless and almost willful disregard to their health 
and safety. In fact, in virtually every record reviewed of deceased or current resi- 
dents, the Division discovered life-threatening breakdowns of treatment that were 
substantial departures from the generally accepted standards in nursing home care. 
The Division is now negotiating an agreement to remedy these deficiencies. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

The FBI is the Department’s primary investigative agency involved in the fight 
against health care fraud. The FBI leverages its resources in both the private and 
public arenas through investigative partnerships with agencies such as the HHS/ 
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OIG, the FDA/OCI, the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Defense 
Criminal Investigative Service, the Office of Personnel Management, the Internal 
Revenue Service, and various state and local agencies. In FY 2006, the FBI was al- 
located $114 million in HCFAC funds for health care fraud enforcement. This yearly 
appropriation was used to support 775 positions (455 Agent, 320 Support) in FY 
2006. The number of pending investigations has shown steady increase from 591 
cases in 1992 to 2,423 cases through 2006. FBI-led investigations resulted in 535 
criminal health care fraud convictions and 588 indictments and informations being 
filed in FY 2006. 

The FBI initiates health care fraud cases from various sources of information. In- 
formation can come from such sources as Medicare contractors, private insurance 
company Special Investigations Units, the National Health Care Anti-Fraud Asso- 
ciation, employees of businesses providing medical services (hospitals, doctor’s of- 
fices, clinics, medical equipment suppliers, nursing homes, etc.), confidential sources 
or cooperating witnesses with access to information and complaints from public citi- 
zens which are often beneficiaries of the health care services. 

FRAUD SCHEMES 

To give you a sense of the types of fraud schemes the Department has seen and 
the enforcement results the Department has achieved, I will outline below some of 
the significant Medicare fraud cases the Department pursued over the last year. 
This list is not meant to be exhaustive; it is meant to illustrate some of the fraud 
schemes we are seeing. 

Hospital Matters 

• Tenet Healthcare Corporation, the nation’s second largest hospital chain, 
agreed to pay $920 million to settle allegations of fraud against Medicare and 
other federally insured health care programs. The settlement included $806 mil- 
lion to resolve claims that Tenet billed Medicare for excessive “outlier” pay- 
ments. Federal health insurance programs, including Medicare, typically reim- 
burse hospitals a fixed amount for treating a patient with a specific condition 
or illness, but will reimburse extraordinary “outlier” costs when they are rea- 
sonably incurred. Congress enacted the supplemental outlier payment system to 
ensure that hospitals possess the incentive to treat inpatients whose care re- 
quires unusually high costs. The United States alleged that Tenet artificially in- 
flated its charges to make it appear that many of its patients received extraor- 
dinary care when, in fact, the treatment that was given was fairly standard and 
far less costly. The settlement also included $49 million to resolve claims that 
Tenet paid kickbacks to physicians for patient referrals, $48 million to resolve 
claims that Tenet billed the Government at a higher rate than was justified by 
the services performed, and $20 million in pre-settlement interest. 

Government-initiated claims accounted for nearly $770 million of the settlement, 
with the remaining $150 million attributable to six qui tam suits. The relators who 
filed those suits will share $12 million of the settlement amount. 

• St. Barnabas Health Care System, the largest health care system in New 
Jersey, paid $265 million to resolve allegations that nine of its hospitals fraudu- 
lently increased charges to elderly patients to obtain enhanced Medicare reim- 
bursement for outlier claims. The United States alleged that between October 
1995 and August 2003, Saint Barnabas and nine of its hospitals purposefully 
inflated charges for inpatient and outpatient care to make these cases appear 
more costly than they actually were, and thereby obtained outlier payments 
from Medicare that they were not entitled to receive. 

Saint Barnabas entered into a Corporate Integrity Agreement with the United 
States Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector General. The 
Corporate Integrity Agreement contains measures to ensure compliance with Medi- 
care regulations and policies in the future. 

• Following a three-week trial, the former owner and chief executive officer of the 
now defunct Edgewater Hospital in Chicago was found liable under the False 
Claims Act for engaging in an illegal kickback scheme at Edgewater. The court 
found that the defendant paid physicians for Medicare and Medicaid patient re- 
ferrals in violation of federal law. The court held that the hospital’s cost reports 
and individual patient claims for patients referred in connection with the 
scheme were false claims and awarded treble damages and penalties on just 
over 1,800 claims. 

• Two owners of a former San Diego psychiatric hospital were found liable after 
trial for more than $15.7 million in damages and penalties for having included 



39 


false claims in the hospital’s cost report submitted to the Medicare program. 
Those cost reports sought reimbursement from the Medicare program for a vari- 
ety of false costs, such as amounts for a fictitious lease, reimbursement for un- 
used hospital space, and millions of dollars in costs that were actually attrib- 
utable to the defendants’ business enterprises unrelated to that hospital. The 
court awarded the United States $15,688,585 for treble damages and $31,000 
in civil penalties. 

Pharmaceutical Matters 

• Schering-Plough Corporation, together with its subsidiary, Schering Sales 
Corporation, agreed to pay a total of $435 million to resolve criminal charges 
and civil liabilities in connection with illegal sales and marketing programs for 
its drugs Temodar, used in the treatment of brain tumors and metastasis, and 
Intron A, used in the treatment of superficial bladder cancer and hepatitis C. 
The resolution also pertained to Medicaid fraud involving Schering’s drugs 
Claritin RediTabs, a non-sedating antihistamine, and K-Dur, used in the treat- 
ment of stomach conditions. 

Schering Sales Corporation agreed to plead guilty to charges that it conspired 
with others to make false statements to the FDA in response to the FDA’s inquiry 
concerning certain illegal promotional activities by the company’s sales representa- 
tives at a national conference for oncologists. Schering Sales also agreed to plead 
guilty to charges that it conspired with others to give free Claritin Redi-Tabs to a 
major health maintenance organization (HMO) to disguise a new lower price being 
offered to the HMO to obtain its business. 

• Eli Lilly and Company agreed to plead guilty and to pay $36 million in con- 
nection with its illegal promotion of its pharmaceutical drug Evista. In pleading 
guilty to a criminal count of violating the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act by mis- 
branding its drug Evista, the Indianapolis-based company agreed to pay a $6 
million criminal fine and forfeit to the United States an additional sum of $6 
million. In addition to the criminal plea, Lilly agreed to settle civil Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act liabilities by entering into a consent decree of permanent in- 
junction and paying the United States $24 million in equitable disgorgement. 

Evista is approved by the FDA for the prevention and treatment of osteoporosis 
in postmenopausal women. The government alleged that the first year’s sales of 
Evista in the U.S. were disappointing compared to Lilly’s original forecast; the com- 
pany reduced the forecast of Evista’s first year’s sales in the U.S. from $401 million 
to $120 million. In order to expand sales of the drug, it was alleged, Lilly sought 
to broaden the market for Evista by promoting it for off-label uses, such as for the 
prevention and reduction in risk of breast cancer, and the reduction in the risk of 
cardiovascular disease. Lilly promoted Evista as effective for reducing the risk of 
breast cancer, even after Lilly’s proposed labeling for this use was specifically re- 
jected by the FDA. 

• Serono, one of the world’s largest biotech manufacturers, paid $704 million to 
resolve criminal charges and civil liabilities in connection with several illegal 
schemes to promote and sell its drug, Serostim, that resulted in the submission 
of false claims to Medicaid and Medicare. The FDA had granted accelerated ap- 
proval for Serostim in 1996 to treat AIDS wasting, a condition involving pro- 
found involuntary weight loss in AIDS patients, then a leading cause of death 
in AIDS patients. Following the advent of protease inhibitor drugs, the inci- 
dence of AIDS wasting markedly declined, and Serono launched a campaign to 
redefine AIDS wasting to create a market for Serostim. Serono pled guilty to 
conspiring with RJL Sciences, a medical device manufacturer, to introduce on 
the market bioelectrical impedance analysis (BIA) computer software packages 
for use in measuring body cell mass and diagnosing AIDS wasting. The BIA 
software devices were adulterated medical devices in that FDA had not ap- 
proved the devices for these uses. RJL and its owner also pled guilty to their 
roles in the conspiracy. In addition, Serono pled guilty to conspiring to offer doc- 
tors kickbacks in the form of free trips to Cannes, France, to induce them to 
prescribe Serostim. 

Physicians 

• An Ohio physician was convicted by a jury of 56 counts of mail, wire, and health 
care fraud, as well as illegal drug distribution and sentenced to life for oper- 
ating “pain management” clinics in which he treated all patients with weekly 
injections and Schedule II and III narcotic drug prescriptions during visits that 
lasted no more than a few minutes, and then claimed thousands of dollars in 
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insurance reimbursements per visit. He saw upward of 100 patients per day 
and submitted $60 million in fraudulent bills to the victim health care benefit 
programs. The physician was also convicted of health care fraud resulting in 
death in this case which was recognized by the National Health Care Anti- 
Fraud Association as the Investigation of the Year for 2006. 

• A Tennessee oncologist was sentenced to over 15 years’ imprisonment for de- 
frauding Medicare, TennCare and BlueCross BlueShield at the expense of can- 
cer patients. The defendant mixed diluted versions of chemotherapy medications 
that were then given to patients, and instructed her nurses to draw up partial 
doses of one of medications to administer to patients. 

• From 1996 through 2003, a physician employed an individual to work at the 
physician’s medical practice in Connecticut. Although the individual was not li- 
censed to practice medicine, he nonetheless treated patients in the physician’s 
medical practice. During this time, he was referred to as “Doctor” by the physi- 
cian and he wrote prescriptions. The physician then billed insurance companies 
for services that were rendered by the individual, representing them as services 
rendered by a physician. They both pled guilty to conspiracy to commit health 
care fraud. The physician also entered into a civil settlement with the Govern- 
ment and paid $160,000. 

Hospice Care 

• Odyssey Healthcare, Inc., a Dallas, Texas-based hospice provider, agreed to 
pay the United States $12.9 million to settle allegations that the company billed 
the Medicare program for services provided to hospice patients who were not 
terminally ill and hence were ineligible for the Medicare hospice benefit. Odys- 
sey Healthcare has also entered into a Corporate Integrity Agreement with the 
Office of Inspector General of the Department of Health and Human Services. 
The Corporate Integrity Agreement addresses the company’s practices regarding 
compliance with applicable Medicare regulations. 

• Faith Hospice, Inc., settled allegations that it submitted fraudulent claims to 
Medicare and Medicaid for ineligible hospice. The investigation was initiated 
when a review of a sample of its medical records showed that more than half 
of Faith Hospice’s patients were ineligible for hospice care. Under the agree- 
ment, the owner and Faith Hospice forfeited $599,165.29 to the United States, 
one half of the funds seized pursuant to the civil forfeiture action. The case oc- 
curred in Alabama. 

Skilled Nursing Facilities 

• USA Healthcare, Inc., (USAH) the owner of several skilled nursing facilities 
based in Cullman, Alabama, settled allegations of mischarging the Medicare 
Program by agreeing to pay the United States $1,217,808.00. The investigation 
arose out of an audit of cost reports filed by several of USAH’s skilled nursing 
facilities which revealed that the company violated Medicare rules by failing to 
disclose that certain vendors were related to USAH by common ownership or 
control and therefore should have been reimbursed by Medicare at a lower rate 
based on actual costs and without inclusion of profit. 

Medicare Devices 

• The owner and operator of V&A Services, a medical equipment supply com- 
pany located in Stone Mountain, Georgia, was convicted by a federal jury of 11 
counts of Medicare fraud in a motorized wheelchair fraud scheme. He was sen- 
tenced to 2 years and 3 months in federal prison to be followed by 3 years’ su- 
pervised release. He was ordered to pay restitution of $164,590 in connection 
with the scheme. The judge entered an order of forfeiture at sentencing by 
which the defendant forfeited $36,416 from a seized bank account and durable 
medical equipment having a value of approximately $11,000. 

• The owner of a power wheelchair store was sentenced to 63 months in prison 
and ordered to pay over $4 million in restitution to the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs after he was convicted by a jury of paying recruiters to take bene- 
ficiaries to a medical clinic where a physician would perform medically unneces- 
sary procedures and then sign false Certificates of Medical Necessity (CMN) 
forms authorizing the beneficiaries to receive motorized wheelchairs. The physi- 
cian also was sentenced to 11 years and three months in prison for his partici- 
pation in the scheme for receiving payment for signing the CMNs, and for sub- 
mitting claims for services that either were not performed properly, or were not 
performed at all. 

• The owner of a power wheelchair store pled guilty in Lynchburg, Virginia to 
conspiracy to commit health care fraud for his involvement in an intricate 
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scheme involving power wheelchairs and “power chair scooters.” Among the al- 
legations were that items not needed and not ordered by the physician, were 
simply added after the physician signed the Certificate of Medical Necessity. 

• In the Southern District of Texas, the owner of a Houston-based durable med- 
ical equipment company was sentenced to 63 months in prison for his role in 
a motorized wheelchair scam. His company fraudulently billed Medicare and 
Medicaid for almost $5 million and defrauded these health care programs of at 
least $1.6 million. 

SOUTH FLORIDA INITIATIVES 

The United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern District of Florida (“SDFL”) 
has made health care fraud matters a top priority. We are litigating a number of 
hospital and pharmaceutical civil health care claims. This past December, for exam- 
ple, the University of Miami paid $2.2 million to resolve claims relating to bills sub- 
mitted to Medicare Part B by its teaching hospital, Jackson Memorial Hospital. In 
November, Larkin Hospital paid $15.4 million to resolve a health care fraud suit 
concerning kickbacks and unnecessary medial treatments. Earlier last year, we en- 
tered into a whistleblower suit charging Abbott Labs with reporting fraudulent and 
inflated prices for pharmaceutical products to Medicare and Medicaid, causing over 
$175 million in excess payments. 

Our most significant challenge, however, is on the criminal front. Because health 
care expenditures are so substantial in South Florida, we are particularly vulner- 
able to fraud. To address this challenge, in late 2005, we formed the South Florida 
Health Care Fraud Initiative to bring together the health care fraud prosecution re- 
sources of SDFL prosecutors, HHS-OIG and the FBI agents and Florida Attorney 
General’s Office attorneys, cross-designated as Special Assistant United States At- 
torneys. 

Although still in its early phase, our Health Care Fraud Initiative has begun to 
pay dividends. Last fiscal year, we filed criminal charges against 111 defendants in 
68 health care fraud cases, a 30% increase over the previous year. Our conviction 
rate was 97%. These cases typically involve at least one, and often several, million 
dollars in fraud. 

I am particularly excited about our Health Care Fraud Initiative because our 
prosecutors are doing much more than merely coordinating resources. We are devel- 
oping and testing new law enforcement methods to add to our health care fraud liti- 
gation arsenal. I would like to describe two of these methods. The first concerns the 
use of civil complaints to freeze or seize money obtained through health care fraud 
as soon as our evidence will satisfy a civil standard. 

Our recent “Operation Equity Excise” is an example. Working with HHS-OIG and 
the FBI, Operation Equity Excise identified clinics and durable medical equipment 
(DME) companies that engaged in health care fraud. Often, these companies closed 
abruptly to avoid detection from law enforcement, in the process abandoning bank 
accounts, often with substantial balances. Through this Operation, federal agents 
attempted to locate the signatories on the bank accounts. Many of the signatories, 
who were also typically listed as the president of the company, denied knowledge 
of the operation of the company and denied having any claim or right to the funds 
in the accounts. Thirty-four individuals were located; they voluntarily surrendered 
the funds, resulting in approximately $10.5 million returned to the United States 
Treasury. The signatories on twenty-three accounts, with a total balance of over $30 
millions, have not been located. Last month, we filed civil health care fraud com- 
plaints against those individuals. We intend to provide notice through publication, 
proceed through default judgment, and return those funds to the Treasury as well. 
Importantly, our civil actions do not preclude a subsequent criminal prosecution. 
Where supported by facts, we continue to pursue criminal investigations of these 
companies. For now, at the very least, by seizing the bank accounts, we can recover 
some of the fraudulently paid moneys. 

A second method is being refined through a recently-implemented short-term, 
proactive, surge operation that we are undertaking jointly with the Criminal Divi- 
sion, the FBI, HHS-OIG, and local law enforcement in Miami-Dade County. The 
surge operation uses proactive law enforcement methods adapted from experience 
fighting illicit drug trafficking along with real-time data review often used to fight 
credit card fraud. A typical health care fraud prosecution relies heavily on billing 
records and other historical evidence. In this operation, however, HHS-OIG agents 
are reviewing real-time billing patterns. In the few weeks of operation, our agents 
have identified patterns that standing alone reveal medically impossible claims. Our 
agents are visiting the offices and interviewing providers as the fraud is taking 
place. Such “caught-in-the-act” cases are often easier to prosecute than ones based 
solely on historical evidence. 
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Finally, to augment the cooperation between the prosecutors and agents, we have 
co-located the prosecutors and investigative agents in a “fusion center.” Modeled 
after similar arrangements more traditionally used in drug and organized crime 
prosecutions, we hope that the proximity of the investigators and prosecutors, work- 
ing closely together, helps foster strong working relationships and a more proactive 
investigative technique. 

CONCLUSION 

I hope my testimony has given you a comprehensive view of the Department’s es- 
sential role in defending and protecting the financial integrity of the Medicare pro- 
gram and protecting our citizens from those health care fraud schemes which have 
caused physical harm and loss of life. The Department is committed to the ongoing 
success of the HCFAC program and will continue to marshal its resources, including 
those provided by the HCFAC program and its own discretionary funds, to prosecute 
fraud and abuse in the Medicare program and restore the recovered proceeds of 
fraud to the Medicare trust fund. The HCFAC program pays for itself multifold and 
helps ensure the safety and availability of medical services to all beneficiaries. 


Chairman STARK. Thank you, Mr. Acosta. I would like to recog- 
nize Chairman Lewis to inquire of our panel. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. Thank you very much, Chair- 
man Stark. 

Let me thank each of you for your testimony. 

Mr. Inspector General, I am appalled by the level of abuse in the 
Medicare system. Could you tell Members of the Committee of 
what role do Medicare beneficiary play in detecting the abuse? 

Mr. LEVINSON. Medicare beneficiaries can play a very impor- 
tant part in uncovering abuse. Indeed, our Hotline is a very instru- 
mental part of being able to detect patterns of abuse that occur in 
different parts of the country. Because of the nature of this na- 
tional program and the fact that different forms of abuse can occur 
in different parts of the country, depending upon the demographics 
and the socioeconomic aspects of a particular part of the country, 
Hotline activity is a very key part of being able to uncover what 
is going on that might trigger the need for investigations either in 
southern California, in South Florida, as the United States Attor- 
ney has explained, and in other parts of the country. We certainly 
rely upon that as a very important vehicle, but that is only one of 
many tools. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. Do you have a system, any pro- 
gram to inform the people who benefit from Medicare about fraud? 
Is that something that Mr. Hill or other agencies get involved in? 
Do you send out a notice? How do you publicize? “Be on guard. Be 
alert.” 

Mr. HILL. There’s a couple of ways that we can talk about that, 
sir. First and foremost is the requirement under the statute that 
we inform beneficiaries every year through a handbook of the bene- 
fits that are available to them. Now in this world of Part D, the 
choices that are available to them. 

A part of that handbook, and a significant part of that handbook, 
is a discussion of how to report fraud, how to look at the bills that 
they are getting, what they should be looking for to be sure that 
they are not being defrauded. So, the handbook is one element. 

It is also the case that for every service that a beneficiary gets, 
they get what we call a Medicare Summary Notice, basically a bill 
like a credit card statement of the previous quarter listing all the 
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services that have been delivered on their behalf, what has been 
paid, what has not been paid, what the beneficiary owes. On that 
bill itself is the OIG hot line, the number to call the Medicare con- 
tractor if there are issues with the bill that they see. We encourage 
beneficiaries to review their bills because that, quite frankly, is one 
of the first places where we may see, or a beneficiary may see, that 
they did not get a service that we paid for. So, that is an ongoing 
exercise. 

Finally, the Department’s Administration on Aging has a fairly 
robust program that they have used through the Area of Councils 
on Aging in all fifty States where they give grants to groups of sen- 
ior citizens in the Area Councils on Aging to train beneficiaries to 
sort of go out and give lectures and training for beneficiaries about 
how to look at their bills, what to spot for in terms of fraud. So 
clearly for us the beneficiary is the first link, the first place that 
we can look to where we may spot problems. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. Thank you, Mr. Hill. 

Mr. LEVINSON. Mr. Lewis, it will be especially important going 
forward that beneficiary education be a very critical part of the 
Part D continued roll-out because of the complexities of the pro- 
gram and the newness of the program, it is going to be very, very 
important that beneficiaries understand how this complex program 
works. We on the IG side will be watching closely and reporting on 
issues that arise over the course of the next few years as Part D 
fully matures as to where there are issues concerning a lack, or a 
potential lack, of information that beneficiaries need in order to 
make educated choices. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. Thank you, Mr. Levinson. 

Mr. Acosta, do you think you need additional tools for enforce- 
ment? Is there something that the Congress should do? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Mr. Lewis, through our initiative, we are testing 
additional law enforcement methods and I think it is important to 
always look for better ways of prosecuting cases, of being more 
proactive and moving cases along. I think it is important that we 
do that. 

That said, I would like to take that question back to the Depart- 
ment to see if there are some statutes or changes that the Depart- 
ment think are necessary. From my perspective in South Florida, 
my focus is on doing more with what we have. That said, I do think 
it is important to — and I know that resources have been referenced 
previously — the HCFAC account for a number of years was statu- 
torily frozen at 240 million. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. You said the HCFAC? 

Mr. ACOSTA. The HCFAC account, correct, for a number of 
years was statutorily frozen at 240 million. Of that, the Depart- 
ment of Justice litigating components received 49 million. This past 
year Congress approved and the President signed a provision that 
permitted inflation adjustment to the account which is a good start. 

This year’s budget asked for an additional $17 million and par- 
ticularly with Medicare Part D forthcoming, I think it is critical 
that those resources be provided. We have a very large healthcare 
fraud caseload. As I said, in South Florida I have 12 attorneys and 
I can afford that many because I supplement the HCFAC account 
with general funds. We have a very large caseload and that is be- 
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fore the anticipated caseload from Medicare Part D referrals as 
that program develops and goes forward. So I would put emphasis 
on fully funding the additional resources requested. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. Mr. Acosta, before my time ex- 
pires, I just want to ask you about a case that took place last year. 
Your office obtained $15.4 million from a hospital to settle a case 
alleging that it performed medically unnecessary procedures which 
were painful and uncomfortable for a resident of an assisted living 
facility. The hospital also allegedly paid kick-back to a physician to 
refer a Medicare patient to the hospital. 

Mr. ACOSTA. The Larkin Hospital matter. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. I think when I first came here, 
Chairman Stark, you were dealing with the whole question of refer- 
rals and kick-back. I cannot believe that it is still going on 20-some 
years later. 

Could you tell me what percentage of your cases involve fraud 
and abuse by hospitals? 

Mr. ACOSTA. I can tell you a number of our civil cases involve 
fraud and abuse by hospitals. For example, this past November — 
I’m sorry. This past December we settled $2.2 million claim against 
Jackson Memorial Hospital. The previous month in November, we 
settled the $15.4 million claim against Larkin Hospital. 

In terms of the percentage of cases, the percentage of cases is 
small. We prosecuted 68 criminal cases out of the 350 national 
cases, but I do not want to put too much emphasis on that percent- 
age because I think it can be misleading because often the cases 
that concern hospitals are some of the most significant cases be- 
cause they involved a number of individuals. So I think it is impor- 
tant to not just look at the number of cases but the size and the 
scope. The Larkin Hospital case, for example, involved a number 
of individuals who allegedly received unfair — I’m sorry — who alleg- 
edly received unnecessary medical treatment. In those types of 
cases where people or individuals are suffering I think, I think we 
have to give those a high priority. I think in addition to the size 
and the number of the cases, we need to look at harm to individ- 
uals and understand that just a handful that involve harm to indi- 
viduals can sometimes be more significant than a number of cases 
that involve only money. 

If I could, I would like to add an additional point since you raised 
the Larkin Hospital case. I think it is also important to recognize 
that even where civil claims are made it is important to consider 
criminal matters. In cases like that, my office’s policy is where 
criminal action is appropriate, too, to proceed and investigate 
criminally even after a civil matter has been resolved. So I just 
wanted to mention that to the Committee. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. Thank you very much. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman STARK. Mr. Ramstad. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hill, as I’m sure you know, the Medicare Modernization Act 
transitioned the part A and part B payment carriers into larger 
Medicare administrative contractors to streamline the contracting 
process. 
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I have two questions. Is the new contracting process working? 
Secondly, when the number of administrative contractors was re- 
duced, did the number of improper payments to Medicare fee-for- 
service providers also go down? 

Mr. HILL. I think those are good questions. I think in terms of 
the transition to the Medicare Administrative Contractors (MAC), 
we are in the first phase of that so right now I believe four are up 
and running. So, we have 38 of the old contracts, 4 of the new ones 
and the 4 that we transitioned to first were durable medical equip- 
ment contractors who are the ones who process the durable medical 
equipment (DME) contracts. So, it is a little early to tell how much 
of an impact that they are going to have one way or another. I can 
tell you as a contracting matter that because we have the new au- 
thority, I can now hold the four contractors accountable for im- 
proper payments. The contracts are structured such that the pay- 
ments or the incentives that the contractors get can be tied to, and 
in fact are tied to, their success at reducing the improper payments 
for the areas that they are processing claims for. 

They also now have more of an incentive to be innovative and co- 
operative with folks like in law enforcement and otherwise to sort 
of seek out folks who are improperly billing the program. So, the 
overall construct of having a competitive process under Federal 
Procurement Rules we believe is going to give us a much better tool 
to reduce improper payments. 

We are probably 6 months to a year away from having real re- 
sults and having them on the contractors over time to see how well 
they are performing. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Thank you for that response and I look forward 
to following that up when there is enough data to make a judg- 
ment. 

Mr. HILL. Absolutely. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. I would like to ask you a question, Inspector 
General Levinson if I could, please. I never cease to be amazed by 
the vernacular that is used around here in the Federal Govern- 
ment, but I saw a new one in the President’s recent budget. He 
proposes in that budget to eliminate payments for never events in 
hospitals. 

Can you explain what in the world is a never event in Medicare 
and why is Medicare paying for events that never happened? 

Mr. LEVINSON. The reduction of accidents and mistakes, those 
things that occur in hospitals that should, “never have occurred.” 
Unfortunately, the expression used I do not think is especially re- 
vealing as to what the underlying issue is, but it is designed to pre- 
sumably reduce the number of events — mistakes, accidents — the 
kinds of things that one would expect never to occur in a hospital. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. I just wonder which creative mind down at the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB ) came up with that termi- 
nology. I appreciate the explanation. Also I want to ask you, Mr. 
Levinson, you mentioned in your testimony that for the 3-year pe- 
riod between fiscal year 2004 and 2006 the average return on in- 
vestment was nearly $13 for every dollar spent. I do not think you 
articulated this today, but it is in your written testimony. 

Mr. LEVINSON. Yes. 
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Mr. RAMSTAD. On enforcement that is. What areas of fraud in- 
vestigation by the IG produced a significant return on investment? 
Which areas were the most fruitful? 

Mr. LEVINSON. A very large part of those dollars in investiga- 
tive receivables has to do with very large pharmaceutical cases con- 
cerning pricing and marketing. These are cases that by and large 
come out of the District of Massachusetts in Boston and the East- 
ern District of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia. These are very exten- 
sive national investigations that oftentimes can result in very sig- 
nificant multi, multi-million dollar settlements. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. If we could get that return on investment across 
the board, that is the Federal Government, for every dollar in- 
vested $13 return, we would be a lot better off. I appreciate your 
responses and your testimony. Thank you. 

I yield back. 

Chairman STARK. Thank you. I guess I would inquire — I want 
to thank the panel for taking the time to be with us and to en- 
lighten us and in particular Inspector General Levinson who has 
been in touch with us from time to time on many issues. I appre- 
ciate his willingness to inform us and keep us up to speed on the 
activities of his office. 

In your testimony and prior to the introduction of the Thomas 
Memorial Stark Bill dealing with the end stage renal disease 
(ESRD) and dialysis payments, 10 years ago your predecessor rec- 
ommended that reducing erythropoietin (EPO) reimbursements to 
more closely to resemble cost would save us $100 million a year, 
but since then Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the 
Medicare Payment Advisory Commission (MEDPAC) have both 
urged us to bundle in the drugs that are now separately billed. 

We think that would have two effects. It would probably cut 
down on over-prescribing which we have found causes some health 
problems, but it also would save us a good bit of money. Have you 
had a chance, Mr. Levinson, to study this and would you rec- 
ommend to us that the bundling the separately billed drugs would 
be a better way or not as good a way as cost reimbursement? 

Mr. LEVINSON. Chairman Stark, we support the concept of de- 
veloping a new comprehensive composite rate for ESRD services. 
The rate needs to be based on accurate cost information and medi- 
cally justifiable usage of present separately billable services such 
as lab tests and drugs like EPO. 

With such a new rate, we would hope that greater savings to the 
Medicare Program would be realized, but at this point we have not 
made a specific recommendation on a composite rate. 

Chairman STARK. Thank you. 

Mr. Hill, you have mentioned in your testimony provider-specific 
investigations. I also just parenthetically and very quickly how 
soon can we expect your plan for Part C error rates? Will we see 
that in the next few months or will it be longer? 

Mr. HILL. For the Part C error rate, we are as part of the Presi- 
dent’s management agenda and our compliance with the IPIA 
clearly we are required under — the Improper Payments Informa- 
tion Act of 2003 which requires us to do 

Chairman STARK. When do you think we will see that? I only 
think of that. Will it be a year or six months? 
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Mr. HILL. Oh, no, no. I think this fall we will be able to sort of 
come up and talk to you about 

Chairman STARK. That is something that we will have some in- 
terest on other matters, but I just wondered. 

Mr. HILL. Right. 

Chairman STARK. In the provider-specific areas, you do not 
question the medical judgment of the providers. Do you? I mean do 
you make judgments to say, “Gee, they should have removed his 
lung instead of his heart.” 

Or do you just look at the action taken and make a determina- 
tion as to whether it is fairly paid? 

Mr. HILL. There are three levels of the review I think. First, you 
have got to make sure that the service is actually covered by Medi- 
care. We do not pay for eye glasses and various other things. 

Chairman STARK. Right. 

Mr. HILL. Then the payment, is it the right payment amount, 
but finally there is a reasonable and necessary determination. We 
do make a determination in a gross sense as to whether or not that 
beneficiary needed that care. 

Chairman STARK. With medical advice? 

Mr. HILL. Correct. 

Chairman STARK. Okay. 

Mr. HILL. The physicians make these judgments of the carriers 
and we try very hard not to get into sort of gray areas in terms 
of where a physician’s judgment should not be impinged upon, but 
there are certain instances where you can make a real clear cut 
case. Chairman Lewis was talking about patient issues. You can 
look at therapy services that are provided by a facility where you 
have got 10 hours 

Chairman STARK. Do you think that you now have the data and 
the personnel to make quality judgments for providers? 

Mr. HILL. I think the quality issue is a challenge that we are 
going to need to face. As you know, the tax bill, recently enacted 
tax bill, has provided us some movement forward in terms of 

Chairman STARK, but my question is do you think there is 
enough data there now to do that or would we — will we need to see 
that you are provided with a broader database and more informa- 
tion? 

Mr. HILL. I think the data that we would need to do real quality 
determinations comes from a patient health record more than just 
the claims data that we have and we are not quite there yet. 

Chairman STARK. Mr. Acosta, you mentioned $175 million that 
an institution owes us. I would remind you that this has been 
going on. I can remember and I do not mean to prejudice anybody, 
but Stanford overbilled us some five or 10 years back, the hospital 
in Pennsylvania I remember was on the hook for 9 million. These 
were teaching institutions. You would call them centers of excel- 
lence. 

I do not know whether Hopkins ever did it, but I mean there 
have been some prestigious public institutions that have helped 
themselves to perhaps more Medicare reimbursement than they 
were entitled to. 

So, you have an institution or a provider, your are talking hun- 
dreds of millions. I again without being facetious, we have seen col- 
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leagues of ours go to jail on the Abscam traps and for a couple of 
hundred bucks worth of postage and for some big gifts or a golf 
trip. They will go and do 9 months hard time. 

Do you think that there are areas in which we should by legisla- 
tion change the penalties? I have always felt that the chief execu- 
tive — I look at the Abu Ghraib cases. We put away a lot of ser- 
geants and second lieutenants, but the colonels and the generals 
never got touched. 

If, in fact, you were to prosecute on a criminal basis some of the 
CEOs of the institutions who walked away whether they are pri- 
vate, for profit or non-profit, that might have a very meritorious ef- 
fect throughout the industry. 

My sense is they pay the fine and it is insignificant to the indi- 
viduals who are responsible for the bad behavior. I guess my bot- 
tom line is would you consider suggesting to us areas in which we 
might stiffen the penalty as it were that would aid you in your 
work? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Chairman Stark, I think you raise a very impor- 
tant issue and one that needs a fair amount of consideration. Be- 
fore this hearing I was speaking with one of my colleagues con- 
cerning an ongoing operation, actually the operation I mentioned 
earlier where we seized the funds in these bank accounts. We iden- 
tified these 60 bank accounts for 

Chairman STARK. Thirty million or so you said, yes. 

Mr. ACOSTA. Forty million total is what we are seeking. We 
have already collected ten million of those. What I was telling one 
of my colleagues is we have done this civilly, the next step we need 
to do is we need to pursue these individuals criminally because far 
too often individuals will look at that, at a civil fine, as the cost 
of doing business. I was actually mentioning it to one of my col- 
leagues on this panel right before the hearing and that is exactly 
what we are doing in those civil cases. I mentioned when I rolled 
it out at the press conference it was important to pursue a criminal 
action where appropriate as well so that it is not the cost of doing 
business. 

That said, I think one of the challenges that needs to be recog- 
nized — there are two parts, two challenges that I think need to be 
recognized. One is in terms of case law and I do not agree and the 
Department does not necessarily agree with some of the case law, 
but there is case law out there that especially in areas that are as 
complex as Medicare or Medicaid where we are prosecuting some- 
thing criminally the Government bears the burden of proving be- 
yond a reasonable doubt that a defendant’s statement is not true 
under a reasonable interpretation of law. In other words, it is not 
only that the defendant made a false statement from a civil per- 
spective, but that it went beyond — we have this complex scheme 
and that under a reasonable view of that scheme they were still 
acting criminally. So that, that is one challenge that we face. 

The second point 

Chairman STARK. We need somebody to replace Fitzgerald so I 
figure you can put somebody away for those statements. 

Mr. ACOSTA. As I said, we have some case law. We do not agree 
with the case law. That is not the Department’s position, but it 
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does require that we find levels of proof sufficient to bring criminal 
charges. 

The second comment that I would make in answer to your ques- 
tion is I think and I will change this into, if I could with your per- 
mission, into the banking area where we have been very aggressive 
in bank fraud. We recently obtained a 30-year sentence on a bank 
fraud case. 

In part the reason that we had a 30-year sentence is in the post- 
Enron world, the penalties that we are obtaining in the bank fraud 
area are quite substantial. I can tell you that in my district putting 
someone away for 30 years for making inaccurate statements on a 
balance sheet has certainly sent quite a signal. 

Chairman STARK. I would just repeat. I am sure that my col- 
leagues would appreciate any suggestions that you would make to 
us as to areas in which that it would include historic laws, we 
should change the penalties or the standards for establishing 
what — the bright line I guess as you would call it — to help in your 
work because we are not the Judiciary Committee, but I suspect we 
do have the legislative authority to change penalties and would ap- 
preciate any suggestions that you could make to us along that line. 

Mr. ACOSTA. I will confirm it with my colleagues. I think you 
raise a very important point in which you are correct. 

Chairman STARK. Thank you. 

Mr. Hulshof. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman STARK. You were a prosecutor, were you not? 

Mr. HULSHOF. Yes, sir, I was. 

Chairman STARK. We will let him write it. 

Mr. HULSHOF. In fact, as Mr. Acosta was talking about, being 
in a courtroom and being the sole white hat wearer and looking 
across the courtroom at ten attorneys, I had a flashback. 

Let me follow up on this then, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. 

As far as criminal penalties, is that an area that you say — be- 
cause that is not what I heard you say, but perhaps you are sug- 
gesting. Do we need to beef up the criminal Mr. Acosta? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Congressman, the general criminal penalties that 
we use in the healthcare fraud area are the fraud penalties. I 
would take the question back to the Department to get the input 
from my colleagues before making a specific proposal. 

I do think and I will say that in the banking area, we have been 
very aggressive pursuing CEOs and executives. When you get a 30- 
year conviction that does get other CEOs’ attention. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Along that, I would say let’s just follow line for 
a bit. In those banking cases and again I was never good enough 
to be a Federal prosecutor. I was just toiling in the courtrooms in 
the State of Missouri. You are not talking about changing the bur- 
den of proof on the Government. The Government would always 
continue to have the burden of proof. I presume you are not sug- 
gesting anything about the standard of guilt being beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt. You are shaking your head no. 

As we all know, getting a civil judgment where the standard of 
proof is less as opposed to a criminal judgment is also — I mean 
there is a reason to have that dichotomy. I am not conversant with 
the case law you say specifically but — and I know you are speaking 
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for yourself and not for those above you necessarily, but are you 
saying that this reasonable person standard on statements? Like if 
a statement were made that that is something that we might be 
able to change legislatively? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Congressman, what I am referring to is in the 
large civil cases where you have a lot — where you have many indi- 
viduals involved in setting pricing, where you have a number of 
participants, it is exceedingly difficult to find a particular indi- 
vidual — because it is not a false statement’s case. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Right. 

Mr. ACOSTA. It has to do with to find an individual whose in- 
tent to defraud went beyond a reasonable interpretation of an ad- 
ministrative scheme to a criminal level. You have as one of your 
colleagues referenced, a scheme that some say is more complex 
than the Tax Code and so it is not just enough to show that a mis- 
take was made. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Right. 

Mr. ACOSTA. You have to show much more than that. What I 
am suggesting is that that level and some of the judicial interpreta- 
tions — not the underlying burdens of proof, but some of the judicial 
interpretations do raise a challenge. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Okay. I will let you get off the hot seat so you 
are not criticizing those Federal judges. Just a couple of more ge- 
neric comments. Here is a curiosity. You all have been great to talk 
about where providers had overcharged. Has the reverse ever hap- 
pened? That actually you have seen under charging by providers? 

Mr. Hill, you are nodding. 

Mr. HILL. This is a question we get a lot and I think it is a fair 
question because providers fairly can ask, “Well, if I make a mis- 
take, will you give me the money back?" In all the activities, at 
least on the administrative side, that we undergo we do an im- 
proper payment measurement. That is where we get the error 
rates. That error rate is a net rate. Underpayments and overpay- 
ments. Where we have underpaid, providers are given that. 

I also talked about the recovery audit contractors. The Congres- 
sional intent there was very clear. It is for overpayments and un- 
derpayments. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Okay. 

Mr. HILL. While it is a small percentage, there are those cases 
where folks have been underpaid. 

Mr. HULSHOF. My time is very short and I want to be respect- 
ful of the Chairman and the time limits. I will do this very quickly. 

I hear a lot about complexity. So I presented myself to a local 
hospital. They gave me a medical chart that I was a 70-year-old 
man with a certain medical condition and we went through triage 
and I was to report. The point of the exercise was because I failed 
to mention one detail during my admission that they were wrong. 
The hospital was wrong. The whole point being that sometimes 
they act in the best interests and yet through no fault of their own, 
there is this, this error. 

Is the complexity something, Mr. Hill, that you can do this if you 
need in writing, but I mean is this something that we should focus 
on? Or is this more your purview and your bailiwick to try to help 
eliminate some of that complexity? 
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Mr. HILL. I think the answer to the question is sort of both. 
Right? I mean we have an obligation, providers are serving our 
beneficiaries. It is a complex program. At the same time, as we are 
carrying out our duties, we have an obligation to the trust funds. 
At the same time, we look at a record. We need to apply some level 
of clinical judgment as to whether it was just, “Oh, gee, I made a 
mistake. I forgot to check off that box.” There is a reasonable basis 
to make that judgment versus where it is just clear out-and-out 
“You were over-billing us.” We try very hard to make those distinc- 
tions. 

I am not going to sit here and tell you we always get it right, 
but it is clearly something we try and get right on an ongoing 
basis. 

As to the complexity of the statute and the underlying, we can 
always make it less complex I suppose but we do have an obliga- 
tion on an ongoing basis to make it easier for the physicians caring 
for beneficiaries 

Mr. HULSHOF. I thank the panel. I thank the Chair. 

Chairman STARK. Ms. Tubbs Jones is not here. Mr. Pascrell. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Inspector General, I had a question for you. There is approxi- 
mately 1500 employees that you have right now as I understand 
your testimony. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEVINSON. That is correct. 

Mr. PASCRELL. How many did you have 4 years ago? 

Mr. LEVINSON. Well, I was not in the office 4 years ago, but 
I would estimate that it would have been around 1400 to 1450 over 
the last 3 years. 

Mr. PASCRELL. 1400. 

Mr. LEVINSON. There was a reduction. Historically, there had 
been close to 1500. I think for several years we dipped below that. 
For the last couple of years, through the great help in large part 
of this Committee, there has been a restoration to numbers that I 
think historically have been around 1500. 

Mr. PASCRELL. When you are investigating a $413 billion pro- 
gram which it was in 2006, I do not know how you do with your 
auditors and your inspectors, if that is adequate particularly in 
terms of what the return is of that investigation. It would seem to 
me that we are not doing enough, not nearly enough to reduce 
fraud. 

My second question is to the gentleman from Florida, the U.S. 
Attorney Mr. Acosta. Who have you found to be the biggest culprits 
in your investigations? Would you define it as specifically as pos- 
sible? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Congressman, the most — South Florida has a par- 
ticular problem with what I will call fly-by-night operations. They 
are operations that open up, often using false identification under 
assumed names, operate for three to 6 months. The billings spike. 
They then shut down and move on. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Who are these people that open up these facili- 
ties? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Individual — I am sorry. I do not understand the 
Congressman’s question. 
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Mr. PASCRELL. What is the source? In other words, the biggest 
source is not the patient. The biggest source — or the recipient — the 
biggest source is somebody who is doing the business at hand. 

Mr. ACOSTA. Absolutely. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Tell me about them. Who are they? 

Mr. ACOSTA. I would not call them providers. Criminals. An in- 
dividual who is a downright fraudster who will decide “I want to 
make a little bit of money criminally and so I will go out there. I 
will use a false ID to open up and get a provider number and open 
up what I call to be a durable medical equipment company.” 

For example, one case that we had where an individual started 
throwing wheelchair parties, inviting people 

Mr. PASCRELL. Wheelchair parties? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Wheelchair parties. Inviting people over to get 
their identifying information so that he could then bill the same 
wheelchair over and over and over again to the tune of several mil- 
lion dollars when in fact he never provided these individuals a 
wheelchair. 

He would literally invite people over to show them the wheel- 
chair. In the process he would get their Social Security Number, 
their information. He would then bill out. They start, they operate, 
they shut down. 

One of the reasons that we started the fusion operation that I 
referenced in my opening is because these operations are fly by- 
night fraudsters who shut down, it is exceedingly difficult to use 
the traditional law enforcement model of a historical case, because 
a year from now they are long gone. The money is long gone. That 
is why the fusion center that started this past month that focuses 
on catches them in the act, a critical part of which is obtaining the 
near real time billing information is so important, because that 
way we can find them before they shut down and move on. 

Mr. PASCRELL. But is it not true that DME providers need 
nothing more as I understand it than a provider number and an 
address to bill Medicare? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Congressman, the frustration and the reason they 
are able to do this is because they do need an ID provider number 
and an address. That is exactly right. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Well, what are we doing about that? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Well, in the Southern District we prosecuted 68 
cases last year. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Sixty-eight? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Sixty-eight cases which compared to a national 
level is actually quite high. We have $981,000. We have a dozen 
individuals that used that money to pursue these. They do a very 
good job at going after these, but I will tell you, sir, it is a problem. 
It is a substantial problem and anything that we can do to further 
fight it I would welcome. 

Mr. PASCRELL. What is the punishment on the books if you get 
one of these DME providers who obtained a provider number and 
an address to bill Medicare. This seems to be widespread. This is 
not something isolated in Florida, that’s for sure, but what do you 
do? What happens? How do you prosecute them? 

You said you prosecuted over 60 cases. Let’s say people are found 
guilty of doing these things. Does the punishment fit the crime? Is 
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this enough to be a detriment to those who want to get into this 
shady business and taking advantage of Medicare dollars? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Congressman, first, with respect to the punish- 
ment, the punishment would be a function of the amount of the 
fraud. So it would be referenced in the Federal Sentencing Guide- 
lines. In the wheelchair case, for example, under the Federal Sen- 
tencing Guidelines, the punishment would range between three 
and I believe seven years. I am basing this on memory and so that 
is an approximate, but that is the punishment under the Federal 
Sentencing Guidelines. Those are the guidelines that are given to 
us that judges abide by. 

So when we prosecute a case, that is realistically the upside in 
terms or the top in terms of what we can obtain as a punishment. 
That references Mr. Stark’s question I believe earlier where I al- 
luded to, for example, the banking fraud area. 

Let me, if I could, also throw out an idea and a suggestion. This 
is one that we have been in talks with HHS about, because I do 
believe that prosecution is an important tool, but as in the case 
with credit card fraud prosecution has to come only after preven- 
tion. 

Credit card companies learned long ago that it is much better to 
have a strong prevention program that reviews billing statements. 
We have all gotten those calls from credit card companies. 

One discussion that we had with HHS is a bonding requirement 
in areas of particularly high levels of fraud. The advantage that 
that would have is it would in essence duplicate, triplicate our re- 
sources because the bonding company would become an additional 
investigative agent. They would be on the hook. Particularly where 
you have small fly by-night operations that are operating in the 
one to five million dollar range having a high bond level is some- 
thing that I think is worth considering. 

We have been in discussions with HHS about that and I just pro- 
pose that to the Committee as something that might merit further 
conversations. 

Mr. PASCRELL. If you want to go into business and let’s say 
many HMOs in many States I sure as in Florida, we have in- 
creased the bonding, not the Federal Government, there is an in- 
crease in the bonding so that there is a risk here if you want to 
try to shaft people out there. 

There does not seem to be a risk involved and I am not so sure — 
maybe you can — I have overstayed my welcome here, but I am not 
so sure we have a sense of urgency about how much money is in- 
volved in fraud that your auditors and investigators are looking. 

I would tend to think that this is very vast. It is a shock to find 
out the kinds of practices and the amount of dollars that are being 
lost into the system. Medicare faces a greater danger than the So- 
cial Security in the trust fund. If we do not do something materi- 
ally and have a sense of urgency I do not know how we are going 
to really catch up. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate it. 

Chairman STARK. Okay. Mr. Tiberi has waited patiently and I 
am happy to recognize him at this point. 

Mr. TIBERI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Kind of following up on Mr. Pascrell’s questioning on the durable 
medical goods, Mr. Acosta, you have mentioned it already regard- 
ing what you have done in Miami, Florida. 

Clearly reports have shown that the entities that you have pros- 
ecuted were not legitimate DME providers and they did not have 
legitimate provider numbers under current law. 

The question is how in the world were they able to receive num- 
bers and how can we prevent that from happening in the future? 

Mr. ACOSTA. I will answer briefly and then with your permis- 
sion I will defer to my colleagues. First, let me do say that there 
is a great sense of urgency on this. I think it is critical. Our pros- 
ecution numbers in Miami are up 30 percent. We receive from the 
HCFAC $981,000 and with that our prosecutions last year ac- 
counted for I believe $137 million give or take in fraud. So I do 
want the Committee to be aware of that because the resources are 
an important matter. 

With respect to provider numbers I will say that this is often 
closely tied to identity theft where both the individual seeking pro- 
vider numbers as well as physician numbers that are used belong 
to actual individuals but identities are sometimes stolen. Beyond 
that I would defer to CMS. The CMS is the one that provides the 
numbers and so they are in a better position to answer. 

Mr. HILL. On the DME number — I mean clearly the sense of ur- 
gency is acute. There are two issues for us here. The first is that 
in fact, and this is a sort of mark on our process if you will, in 
many cases suppliers do have a legitimate supplier number. They 
have got in the system and they have got a number. 

The fact of the matter is they are able and are more nimble to 
stay one step ahead of us. When we do the site visit, they have got 
a building and they have got a plaque on the wall that says they 
are there and there is inventory and we do all the things and they 
have filled out the paperwork and they look like a legitimate busi- 
ness. Then when they begin to bill, it is clear that they are not. 
At one level the resources that we can make available to do the re- 
view and to do the on-sites sometimes just cannot keep up. 

Having said that, we are moving forward through the Medicare 
Modernization Act to require now this year sort of along the lines 
of the surety bonds a requirement for accreditation which is an- 
other level of review for the suppliers. So, not just CMS but an out- 
side entity will come in, do unannounced site visits, there will be 
requirements for the DME suppliers that they will have to meet to 
be able to get accredited and then get numbers. So, again, it is 
more eyes looking at the entity to be sure that in fact they are 
meeting the requirements that are set out in the statute. 

Mr. TIBERI. Thank you. 

Mr. Levinson, do you have a comment on that? 

Mr. LEVINSON. Yes. We are also looking at DME providers’ 
compliance with CMS standards so that CMS has a more com- 
prehensive picture of providers who are not paying attention to the 
minimum standards that CMS does impose upon them such as 
properly obtaining the provider number and being eligible to par- 
ticipate in the program. We are involved in that work as we speak. 

Mr. TIBERI. Thank you. 
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Mr. Hill, one other question that I would categorize under the 
term “waste” and not fraud. My aunt a couple of weeks ago had 
knee replacement surgery in a Columbus, Ohio, hospital. After she 
was recovering in the hospital, she was given a choice to either go 
home and have a shot at home that would cost $50 a day out of 
pocket and she is a Medicare Part D recipient as well or she could 
go to a nursing home and have that shot and she didn’t have to 
pay anything. 

Now, obviously somebody is paying something and a lot more at 
a nursing home for 14 days than her being home for 14 days. I 
have heard this is a problem that is not just my aunt that this is 
pretty widespread. Can you comment on that? 

Mr. HILL. The issue here gets somewhat to Chairman Stark’s 
question in terms of judgment, clinical judgment as to what should 
happen. Not knowing your aunt, not knowing the situation, typi- 
cally to be discharged to a nursing home — I am not a physician, so 
I will get this wrong — you have got to be sick enough to be in a 
nursing home. You cannot go to a nursing home just to get a shot. 
So clearly there are incentives to get somebody into a nursing home 
because you are going to get reimbursed more in the nursing home. 

As we look at payment errors and as we look at areas where we 
need to refine our policies, one is the policy area of what we charac- 
terize as the site of service differential, the fact that you get paid 
more to do the same thing more in one site than another site, is 
an issue that we need to deal with. 

There is a proposal in the President’s budget that does not quite 
get to the issue you are describe here but it is clearly one that we 
have to get to where there are incentives for delivering care in 
more expensive places just for the purposes of getting the expense 
not because the patient may not have necessarily needed it. 

Mr. TIBERI. I hope you look at that because there is a lot of 
money to be saved there. 

Mr. HILL. Absolutely. 

Mr. TIBERI. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman STARK. Thank you. 

Mr. Becerra. 

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. May I say from the 
outset, Mr. Chairman, that I hope that we will do more of these 
hearings because as we talk about how we take care of things like 
the SGR and other issues that we have to come up with in terms 
of savings, I think probably the best way to go is to try to figure 
out where the abuse is so we do not have to go after those good 
providers who are paying the price for our need to have savings. 
I hope will continue to do more of these hearings so that we are 
able to target our efforts to try to make appropriate savings where 
possible within the healthcare field and certainly within Medicare. 

I want to thank the three of you for your testimony. If I can just 
try to clarify something. Mr. Levinson, I think there is general 
agreement — and please tell me if there is not — but there is general 
agreement that every dollar that you have been able to use to in- 
vestigate any waste, fraud or abuse has translated into more than 
a dollar’s worth of savings to the Medicare or certainly our 
healthcare programs to date. 
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Mr. LEVINSON. That is correct. It has varied over the last few 
years from $11 to as much as $18 in terms of the return on invest- 
ment (ROI). 

Mr. BECERRA. That type of return anyone on Wall Street would 
die to have. Let me ask you this. How much more money, how 
much more in resources could you efficiently handle before you say, 
“Wait a minute. There is enough room to do the work, but I cannot 
staff up quick enough and I cannot given my limitations in size and 
space deal with more than x-amount.” 

What could you use without us coming back and having a hear- 
ing and saying we hear that we gave you money for 100 new inves- 
tigators but you only got 50 and you still spent the money for 100? 

Mr. LEVINSON. Well, first let me again thank the Committee 
for the support it has given OIG over these last several years in 
getting us 

Mr. BECERRA. Do me a favor. Cut to chase because we want to 
support you. Give me a sense of — the 5 minutes that I have, I want 
to ask other questions. Give us something that we can work with 
that is on the record. How can we help you realistically? We are 
not going to give you as much as you in the future can use, but 
maybe we can give you something now that you know you can 
make use of today? 

Mr. LEVINSON. I very much appreciate that. One of the great 
benefits of having the three organizations here represented at the 
table is that it underscores for the full Committee, for the full two 
Subcommittees, the understanding that this is a process in which 
every one of us has an important but related part. 

I run no program. Mr. Hill is involved in running the program. 

Mr. BECERRA. What could your shop use? 

Mr. LEVINSON. No matter how much money I might have if Mr. 
Acosta does not have resources 

Mr. BECERRA. I will ask Mr. Acosta and Mr. Hill in a second. 
You tell me what your shop can use. 

Mr. LEVINSON. We are quite, I think, effectively integrating the 
new money that was most recently provided for our office. For bet- 
ter or for worse, I cannot give you a specific dollar figure this morn- 
ing about how much more money we can ingest and state with as- 
surance any particular result that we could accomplish without de- 
tailed analysis. 

Mr. BECERRA. That is fair. Let’s do this. Let’s stay in commu- 
nication. I think, Mr. Chairman, we are going to continue to do 
that. 

I hope what you will do is you will look discretely at your various 
programs and you will tell us earnestly and to the degree that you 
can realistically how we could make a great investment of the tax- 
payer dollar in your shop and know that we are going to get that 
11 or 18fold return on that investment. Again, you are not going 
to double the size of your operation. We know that, but there are 
things that you know and if we knew that you could do that we 
would try to help you do because it just helps us. 

We are going to be talking about how we cut programs within 
Medicare to save money. We are going to do it with a meat axe. 
We are going to try to be more surgical, but some of it is going to 
hit good providers and what you do is you go after those providers 
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that are not doing that good. So, I would rather see us put a dollar 
in getting you more to return more than us going after providers 
simply because we could not find a better approach to tailor our 
need for savings. 

Mr. HILL. I understand. 

Mr. BECERRA. Let me ask a question that relates to the qual- 
ity — 

Chairman STARK. Before you do, could the record just show at 
this that the staff behind Mr. Levinson have been holding up five 
fingers, eight fingers suggesting that that would be the percentage 
of raises that they feel they are entitled to. I thought that ought 
to just be part of the record. 

Mr. LEVINSON. As I said previously, I think the fact that you 
are holding this hearing has given all 1500 of us a little bit more 
power, a little bit more effectiveness in being able to accomplish 
the job. So, the hearing itself accomplishes a great deal on our be- 
half. 

Mr. BECERRA. I do not think any one of us here is looking to 
go after — this is not a witch hunt to try to go after a particular pro- 
vider or go after particular government agencies saying, “You are 
not doing enough.” 

We know that if we do this work right, the good providers will 
be able to take care of themselves and there may be some who are 
innocently doing things that they should not. If we just have some- 
one just overseeing them saying, “You know you are stepping out 
of bounds a bit.” They would get right back in there, but there are 
some that are not. So, let’s figure out where we go. 

Mr. Chairman, if I could just ask one last question. 

Chairman STARK. Go ahead. I stepped on your time. 

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you. 

Quality improvement organizations. The CMS, Mr. Hill, con- 
tracts with these quality improvement organizations to conduct 
these in-patient utilization reviews at hospitals and to try to deter- 
mine if care is being provided appropriately. 

You are aware I am assuming of this Institute of Medicine (IOM) 
Report that said that we have to wonder if we are actually getting 
the best out of these organizations because they end up developing 
a very strong relationship, cozy relationship with the providers. 

It is not unlike the situation you see in cities when the building 
inspectors become very familiar with a lot of the developers in the 
area and the developers become friends of these building inspectors 
and it sometimes occurs that the building inspectors do not do 
right by the people because they have developed a friendship with 
the developers and the developers get away with some things. 

Tell me how you are responding to the IOM’s recommendations 
with regard to the quality improvement organizations to make sure 
that we really are getting quality and appropriate care. 

Mr. HILL. Absolutely. I think — I do not think, I know that the 
quality improvement, not necessarily through the Quality Improve- 
ment Office (QIO), but quality improvement is a key priority for 
the Administration for Secretary Levinson — pardon me, Secretary 
Levitt. 

I did not mean to promote you there. 
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The IOM report really gives us a good view into what is going 
on with the QIOs. Some of it is stuff that we were sort of aware 
of and sort of understanding. As you may or may not know, the 
way that they are funded and the way that we contract is on a 3- 
year cycle. We are at the end of the previous 3-year cycle and so 
we are going through a process now of looking at the recommenda- 
tions and looking at what changes we can make to the structure 
of the QIOs, to the relationships that they have with the providers 
and the things that we ask them to do. Sort of what are the right 
things for them to be doing in the way our contracts are structured 
with them. 

So hopefully as we work our way through the fall we will be 
ready to sort of come up and talk in a very robust way about ex- 
actly how it is we are going to proceed with what we charac- 
terize — 

Chairman STARK. Would you yield at this point? 

Mr. BECERRA. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman STARK. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

A further point, Mr. Hill, though. You cannot do that with the 
Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations 
(JCAHO) now can you because you do not contract with them? 

Mr. HILL. Correct. 

Chairman STARK. Would there be any reason that you shouldn’t 
contract with JCAHO which would then give you the authority to 
say, “Look. Let us review what you are doing.” We have had sev- 
eral examples of their overlooking tragic errors. 

Mr. HILL. Right. 

Chairman STARK. I am going to meet in a little while with Sen- 
ator Grassley and he and I both have felt that — and I would ask 
Mr. Levinson and Mr. Hill, is there any good reason that you can 
think of that you ought not to contract with JCAHO as you do the 
other quality agencies? 

Mr. HILL. I think that the JCAHO is, they are an organization 
that sort of attests that they meet our standards, so I am not quite 
sure it is a contract issue. There is a lot to discuss there. 

I think I am beginning to get out of the bounds of my 

Chairman STARK. I am just wondering, to Mr. Levinson, there 
is no real reason that if you had a contract with them other than 
you allow them to deem hospitals, but you really — and we do not 
therefore really have any oversight. They just operate out there 
with absolutely no one reviewing their results and there have been 
instances where they have overlooked some things that are pretty 
serious. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, if we could — I am sorry, Mr. 
Levinson. Go right ahead. 

Mr. LEVINSON. I just wanted to add, Chairman Stark, that we 
do not have any — we have not done any recent work with JCAHO 
but we do have QIO work in progress which we hope to share with 
you relatively soon. 

Chairman STARK. Thank you. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, could I suggest in that regard? 

Mr. Hill, when are these QIO contracts going to be out again? Is 
it this fall? 
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Mr. HILL. The fiscal year 2008, during the fiscal year 2008 proc- 
ess. 

Mr. BECERRA. So, Mr. Chairman, it sees appropriate for us to 
be in touch right now with CMS before you go forward and start 
to let out these new contracts that we talk to you about what revi- 
sions you are making to the process to ensure that quality will be 
part of that requirement. 

Mr. HILL. Absolutely. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, I know that we have votes in, but 
I see no more Members. Could I be indulged? 

Chairman STARK. Go right ahead. 

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you. 

Mr. Acosta, a question for you. We know that you get thousands 
of cases referred to you of reported Medicare fraud and abuse. I 
know that you do not have the capacity to deal with each and every 
one of those cases and many of those cases probably do not pan out 
to be more than just some complaint that is not legitimate, but ob- 
viously there are many of those that are. 

Give me a sense of the numbers. How many come to your office? 
How many do you investigate? How many do you prosecute? How 
many do you get a verdict or conviction or if it is a civil action some 
type of award or damage? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Thank you. Thank you for the question, Congress- 
man Becerra. If I could, I am going to tie that into the question 
you brought to Mr. Levinson earlier about resources. 

We receive $981,000 from the HCFAC account as I said pre- 
viously. I match that with my own general funds to the tune of ap- 
proximately $2 million. That allows me to fund about 12 attorney 
positions within my office. With that, last year, our criminal filings 
were up 30 percent to 68 cases, up from about 50 the year before. 
The conviction ate is about 97 percent. 

Mr. BECERRA. Wow. 

Mr. ACOSTA. In addition to that we brought a number of civil 
cases. This fiscal year alone, our civil recoveries included the $15 
million recovery from Larkin Hospital that Chairman Lewis ref- 
erenced earlier. 

Mr. BECERRA. That is just one recovery. 

Mr. ACOSTA. That is just one recovery. The $2.2 million from 
Jackson Memorial Hospital, a teaching hospital, as Mr. Lewis ref- 
erenced earlier. The $10 million that has been returned to the Fed- 
eral treasury 

Mr. BECERRA. Stop. Stop. You have already told me with one 
case you paid for your 12 attorneys that you have. 

Mr. ACOSTA. That is correct, Congressman. 

Mr. BECERRA. Stop. Stop. Stop. 

So, what could you efficiently ingest? 

Mr. ACOSTA. Well, this past year we requested and did not re- 
ceive $11 million overall budget increase. The budget increase re- 
quested for this year is $17 million, part of which my office would 
receive. 

In addition, I have several — I have special Assistant United 
States Attorneys that are on loan to me from the State Attorney 
General’s Office to prosecute more cases. We are willing to work 
with you to suggest a number. I am not in a position to suggest 
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a number nationwide, but I think our point that our folks work 
very hard and more than pay for themselves is quite obvious. 

Mr. BECERRA. You have been gracious in providing us the infor- 
mation because everyone has constraints on the type of information 
and how it can be used that we can discuss. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is obvious that if you have a 97 percent 
conviction rate, if you have got awards that single-handedly pay for 
the 12 attorneys for the next 5 years, you are doing something that 
we should be trying to concentrate on more. 

Again, you are not convicting — the 97 percent conviction rate is 
not of those providers that are doing what we ask them to do under 
Medicare, it is folks that are not. Mr. Chairman, I hope that we 
take this and, as I said, I hope we continue to have follow-up con- 
versations both publicly, formally and informally so we could figure 
out how we could concentrate some of our moneys because I know 
we are going to come here in about 4 months and we are going to 
be agonized by what we have to do in Medicare to providers, many 
of whom are not in that percentage of those who you are trying to 
convict. 

I think you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding and I think the gentle- 
men for all their information and good testimony. 

Chairman STARK. Thank you, Mr. Becerra. 

I would just emphasize that the making public all of the tools 
which would come under at least the observation of Inspector Gen- 
eral Levinson I think would have a meritorious effect on all pro- 
viders. 

In other words, this is not like over-deducting your meals and 
figure you will never get audited by the IRS. These guys are look- 
ing and saying, “Wait a minute. You know 97 out of 100 people are 
getting caught.” That is a whole different issue and I think is 
worth publicizing to some extent. It could very well be that you 
issue a report beyond The Red Book that might be a little be more 
oriented toward the average public and I think it would help. 

I think it would help Mr. Acosta and Mr. Hill’s efforts. I want 
to thank Chairman Lewis for urging us to proceed on this matter 
today and to thank all of you for your help and your continued 
work for, principally for the beneficiaries but also for the taxpayers 
and all of the people involved in the Medicare system. 

You are to be commended and thank you for your assistance to 
us. We will be back to you because you are going to need more help 
as Mr. Becerra pointed out. I know that beyond just the fraud and 
abuse that Inspector General Levinson has indicated and his office 
has some areas and Mr. Hill as well where we might find savings 
beyond fraud and abuse. We are looking for that all the time. 

Chairman LEWIS OF GEORGIA. I do not have anything to add, 
Mr. Chairman, but thank you for conducting this hearing. I thank 
all of the witnesses for being here. I think this has been most help- 
ful. 

Thank you so much for the job that you are doing. 

Chairman STARK. I would ask, I know Mr. Kind and perhaps 
others on the minority side will have questions and they could not 
remain, we will keep the record open and I would ask the wit- 
nesses if they would mind responding to any letters that the Com- 
mittee Members send to them in the form of inquiry. 
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With that, this hearing is ended. 

[Whereupon, at 11:46 a.m. the Subcommittees adjourned.] 
[Questions submitted by the Members to the Witnesses follow:] 

Question Submitted by Mr. Kind to Mr. Hill 

Question: Mr. Hill, in your testimony, you stated that “responsible and ef- 
ficient stewardship of taxpayer dollars are critical goals” of the Adminis- 
tration. You also stated that “[t]he States provide a crucial first line of de- 
fense in safeguarding Medicare Program dollars.” Given these stated goals 
of CMS, I would like the agency to explain its resistance to renewal of Wis- 
consin’s SeniorCare program waiver. 

Extension of this 1115 Pharmacy Plus waiver is expected to save the Fed- 
eral Government, and Medicare in particular, an estimated $404 million 
through 2010 . Wouldn’t rejection of a SeniorCare extension be contrary to 
the Administration’s own stated Medicare fiscal goals? 

Answer: Established in 2002, SeniorCare is the prescription drug assistance pro- 
gram for most lower income seniors in Wisconsin not qualified for full Medicaid ben- 
efits — specifically, Medicare beneficiaries and others with family incomes up to 200 
percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). SeniorCare was devised as a model 
‘Pharmacy Plus’ demonstration, authorized under the Social Security Act’s Medicaid 
section 1115 waiver authority. 

The goal of this demonstration was to test how the provision of a pharmacy ben- 
efit to a non-Medicaid-covered low-income population would affect Medicaid costs, 
utilization, and future eligibility trends. As with other section 1115 demonstrations, 
CMS approval for Pharmacy Plus required the State to establish budget neutrality, 
meaning that the services provided under the demonstration would need to be offset 
by other savings in the Medicaid program. The overall theory behind Pharmacy Plus 
was that prescription drug programs for seniors would target scarce resources more 
effectively because participants would remain healthier, thereby reducing future 
health care costs that may result in their becoming eligible for Medicaid. 

The enactment of Medicare Part D has altered the landscape in which States pro- 
vide prescription drug coverage to the age 65 and over population. Before January 
1, 2006, SeniorCare was the only affordable prescription drug coverage option for 
most lower income seniors in Wisconsin not qualified for full Medicaid benefits. 
Today, seniors in Wisconsin and across the country have access to comprehensive 
prescription drug coverage through Medicare. Individuals eligible for full benefits 
under both Medicare and Medicaid now receive their prescription drug coverage 
through Medicare as well. At last count, more than 571,000 Wisconsin seniors, in- 
cluding dual eligibles, are receiving drug coverage through Medicare Part D or an- 
other creditable source. 

In addition to the standard Part D benefit, many beneficiaries with limited in- 
comes qualify for the Low-Income Subsidy (LIS). Indeed, certain beneficiaries en- 
rolled in Wisconsin’s SeniorCare would be eligible for the LIS. The LIS provides sub- 
stantial help to Medicare beneficiaries with limited incomes, including a generous 
Federal premium subsidy and minimal cost-sharing for covered drugs. Most LIS- 
qualified beneficiaries receive the 100 percent subsidy, and therefore have no pre- 
mium for Part D coverage. 

However, the establishment of a Federal Medicare prescription drug benefit had 
significant impact on the ability of Pharmacy Plus demonstrations to be budget neu- 
tral. Specifically, the advent of Part D and the low-income subsidy altered the cir- 
cumstances under which CMS originally approved SeniorCare because now Medi- 
care Part D, and not the Pharmacy Plus demonstration, is the main source for Med- 
icaid savings by diverting individuals from full Medicaid eligibility. As a result, we 
believe it would be very difficult for Pharmacy Plus waivers, as they were originally 
structured, to meet the budget neutrality requirements in light of Part D. 

We greatly appreciate the leadership Wisconsin has demonstrated in providing 
prescription drug coverage to Wisconsin’s most vulnerable citizens at a time when 
they had no other options for drug coverage. CMS does not want current SeniorCare 
beneficiaries to suffer any interruptions in drug coverage, and we are committed to 
partnering with Wisconsin officials to establish a transition and outreach plan in 
which we can all take confidence. That being said, we believe the transition must 
be made as quickly as possible. Wisconsin has deemed SeniorCare as creditable cov- 
erage relative to Part D, so individuals transitioning to Part D will not face a late 
enrollment penalty. 
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[Submissions for the Record follow:] 

Statement of the Power Mobility Coalition 

The Power Mobility Coalition (PMC), a nationwide association of suppliers and 
manufacturers of motorized wheelchairs and power operated vehicles, applauds the 
House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Health and the Subcommittee on Over- 
sight for holding a joint hearing examining ways to identify and eradicate fraud 
within the Medicare program. 

The PMC has long supported efforts aimed at removing unscrupulous actors from 
the Medicare program. In fact, it was several PMC members who first identified 
pockets of suspicious activity in the delivery of power mobility devices (PMDs) in 
Harris, Country Texas and then brought these concerns to the attention of the Cen- 
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) as early as April, 2003. The PMC, 
along with other leaders of the durable medical equipment (DME) industry, then 
partnered with CMS in the implementation of the “Wheeler Dealer” program that 
sought to root out fraudulent activity in the Medicare PMD benefit. 

The PMC was very supportive of anti-fraud initiatives contained in the Medicare 
Modernization Act (MMA), including the requirement that a Medicare beneficiary 
see a health care practitioner for a face-to-face examination prior to the submission 
of a PMD claim, increased quality standards for PMD suppliers, and the provision 
that requires all DME supplies to be accredited by a nationally recognized accredita- 
tion body. While these are all positive steps in efforts to clean up the Medicare pro- 
gram, the PMC feels that more could be done and, as a result, offers the following 
recommendations to the Subcommittees: 

1. All New DME Suppliers or DME Suppliers Who Are Renewing Their Sup- 

plier Number Must be Accredited 

CMS has released the new quality standards for all DME suppliers and has 
named the nationally recognized accreditation bodies that have “deemed status” to 
ensure Medicare quality standards are being met. Since all the pieces of the accredi- 
tation puzzle are now in place, CMS must insist that all new DME suppliers become 
accredited before they can be awarded a Medicare supplier number. Further, DME 
suppliers who have to recertify for a supplier number should also be immediately 
subject to the accreditation requirement. 

2. Accreditation Must Happen Prior to Implementation of Competitive Bid- 

ding 

Program integrity is paramount to ensure Medicare beneficiaries receive the high- 
est quality of products and services from lawful suppliers. Stringent quality stand- 
ards coupled with mandated accreditation of suppliers will rid the Medicare pro- 
gram of unscrupulous actors and reinforce the integrity of those suppliers who play 
by the rules. 

Implementing competitive bidding and allowing non-accredited suppliers to par- 
ticipate in the bidding process is contrary to CMS’ priority to safeguard Medicare 
resources and beneficiaries. Allowing non-accredited suppliers to bid and be award- 
ed contracts will cause major disruption if the contracted supplier cannot obtain ac- 
creditation and the contract must then be terminated and subject to a “rebid.” In 
addition, non-accredited suppliers would have lower overhead and, as a result, 
would be able to submit lower bids which could artificially lower the single payment 
amount for accredited contracted suppliers. 

3. Establish a DME Program Integrity Advisory Group 

DME manufacturers and suppliers know their business better than anyone and 
are constantly monitoring the marketplace. Lawful DME suppliers and manufactur- 
ers are anxious to share intelligence about potential fraudulent actors with CMS. 
The PMC recommends that CMS establish an advisory group comprised of DME 
suppliers, manufacturers and beneficiaries to work with CMS officials on developing 
proactive solutions to help detect and eliminate fraud. 

4. Require Physician Certification on Documentation Supporting a PMD 

Claim 

As part of recent administrative changes to the Medicare PMD benefit, while a 
physician must provide a prescription for PMDs, CMS no longer requires that the 
physician certify the need. The PMC recommends that the algorithmic formula con- 
tained in the PMD National Coverage Determination be codified in a form that will 
then need to be certified, under penalty of law, by the physician. Such certification 
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will strengthen the role of the physician as gatekeeper of the Medicare PMD benefit 
and put the physician in a position to ensure that the beneficiary meets the require- 
ments necessary under the Medicare program to qualify for PMDs. A physician-cer- 
tified document will also provide some much needed objectivity to the PMD claims 
process. 

The PMC appreciates the opportunity to comment on efforts to strengthen Medi- 
care program integrity and provide recommendations for additional tools to help 
identify and prevent fraud. Moreover, the PMC agrees with many members of the 
Subcommittees who took pains to differentiate between innocent mistakes and omis- 
sions as a result of the complexities of the Medicare program and real fraud that 
harms beneficiaries, rips-off the taxpayers and taints the reputation of thousands 
of lawful PMDs suppliers nationwide. We must raise caution that overly restrictive 
anti-fraud measures that fail to distinguish between lawful suppliers and unscrupu- 
lous actors will only serve to further restrict access to PMDs, drive up program costs 
and deny needy beneficiaries high-quality PMDs. 

The Medicare PMD benefit provides thousands of beneficiaries with freedom, inde- 
pendence and the ability to live more healthier and active lives. PMDs save the 
Medicare program money by keeping beneficiaries with compromised or limited mo- 
bility out of more costly institutional settings and decreasing the need for hos- 
pitalizations. We look forward to working with the Committee to ensure that appro- 
priate program safeguards are in place to protect both the Medicare trust fund as 
well as Medicare beneficiaries. 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


The House Ways and Means Committee held a hearing last week on Medicare 
program integrity. As requested by Chad Shearer, First Coast Service Options 
(FCSO), the primary Medicare administrator in Florida, is submitting the enclosed 
document for inclusion in the hearing record. The document is a progress report for 
a pilot program approved by CMS to combat Medicare fraud in Dade and Broward 
Counties. 

We appreciate the Committee’s consideration of this material. 


Sincerely, 


Curtis W. Lord 


Report for South Florida Pilot 
(Through February 28, 2007) 

I. Executive Summary 

This report updates progress on First Coast Service Option’s South Florida Pilot 
(SFP) through February 2007. Section II of this report continues to be framed in 
terms of the components of the statement of work for the SFP. 

First and foremost, prepayment safeguards designed to detect and prevent fraudu- 
lent infusion drug claims prior to payment, continue to be highly effective. In Feb- 
ruary 2007, only $8M was paid for these services in Dade and Broward Counties. 
At that level of payment, we believe the remaining degree of fraud in infusion drug 
payments is quite minimal. But as reported in previous monthly reports, unscrupu- 
lous providers in Dade and Broward Counties continue to bill significant volumes 
of infusion drug claims. Over $80M was billed in February 2007. A significant por- 
tion of that total, we think, was associated with fraudulent activity. 

Also as previously reported, efforts to steal from Medicare have moved beyond 
drug claims to claims for other services, mainly billed from Dade County. We believe 
unscrupulous providers have gravitated toward expensive diagnostic tests and pro- 
cedures in an effort to replace income lost to the infusion scheme clean up. The pre- 
payment intervention installed by the SFP in January, an edit that suspends claims 
with allowed amounts above $500 billed by general and family practice physicians 
in Dade and Broward Counties, has been highly effective in combating this shift, 
stopping $4.9M in billed charges in February 2007. 

To date, over 250 unique procedure codes have been billed with claims stopped 
by this new prepayment edit. The common denominator for these codes is that they 
describe expensive diagnostic tests or procedures not generally provided in an office 
setting by a general or family practice physician. Given the wide range of procedure 
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codes involved in this scheme, the widespread (rather than provider or procedure 
specific) edit that has been installed to develop for medical records is ideal. 

Since the edit was turned on in very early January, providers have responded to 
only 40% of our requests for medical records. While this response rate has created 
a great deal of claim review, two things are clear: 

(1) The 60% of claims for which we never get medical records suggests a high de- 
gree of fraud is present in these suspended claims, and 

(2) The 40% of claims for which we do get medical records often contain medically 
unbelievable quantities of diagnostic tests or procedures; for example, one ben- 
eficiary allegedly received 59 nerve blocks over a six month period. 

In an effort to make this edit more efficient, we are evaluating three new poten- 
tial medically unbelievable edits for pulmonary tests, vestibular tests and injections 
of nerve agents (nerve blocks). Medically unbelievable edits are designed to auto- 
matically deny services once they exceed the “unbelievable” threshold, avoiding the 
process of requesting medical records for those services. That would allow us to re- 
quest medical records only in situations where suspended claims have a relatively 
greater chance of being legitimate. 

Provider enrollment results follow trends from prior months as the volume of new 
provider applications from Dade and Broward Counties continue to be lower than 
originally expected. As reported last month, however, the screening process has been 
tightened resulting in a considerable increase in the number of pre-enrollment site 
visits. Since the launch of the pilot only 33% of the provider enrollment applications 
in Dade and Broward Counties have been unconditionally approved. 

The objective of the SFP is to reduce CERT error rates in Dade and Broward 
Counties to levels seen elsewhere in Florida and ultimately below CMS’ national 
target. To better track our progress, we have revised our charts that compare pay- 
ments in South Florida against payments outside the SFP area. Specifically, these 
charts now show payment on a per beneficiary per month (PBPM) basis for Dade 
County, Broward County and the rest of the state. Separate charts have been pre- 
pared for drug and non-drug services. 

In terms of the Pilot Metrics, results for February 2007 reflect the following: 

• CERT Scores: Please note this metric has been modified to track quarterly, not 
monthly, results increasing the sample size and reducing error rate variability. 
— CERT scores continue to trend down in the SFP counties. 

— For the Q3 2006 sample period, the Dade County CERT score currently 
stands at 11.7%; this compares to a previous quarter rate of 57.8%. 

— For the Q3 2006 sample period, the Broward County CERT score currently 
stands at 5.3%; this is up slightly from the previous quarter but compares 
very favorably to the last full year (November 2006) rate of 20.2%. 

• Drug Payments: Per Beneficiary Per Month (PBPM): As noted previously, the 
Target Drug metrics have been replaced with new per beneficiary per month 
measures. 

— The drug PBPM for Dade County peaked at $2,641 in May 2006 compared 
to a PBPM of $352 that month for Florida with Dade and Broward Counties 
excluded. The Broward County PBPM peaked in June 2006 at $1,183 com- 
pared to a PBPM of $338 that month for Florida with Dade and Broward 
Counties excluded. 

— The drug PBPM for Dade County was $283 in February 2007, an 89% de- 
crease from the peak in May 2006. 

— Similarly, the drug PBPM for Broward County was $310 in February 2007, 
a 74% reduction from the peak in June 2006 
— Based on the level of billed charges, the risk level of infusion drug fraud in 
and outside the SFP area remains high. 

• Non-Drug Payments: Per Beneficiary Per Month (PBPM): The non-drug target 
metrics have also been replaced with PBPM measures. Separate PBPM meas- 
ures are also included for services provided by general and family practice phy- 
sicians. 

— The non-drug PBPM for Dade County peaked in October 2006 at $279. The 
non-drug PBPM for Dade County for February 2007 was $129, a 54% reduc- 
tion from peak. This reflects the positive impact of the new general/family 
practice edit. 

— The statewide non-drug PBPM, excluding Dade and Broward Counties, how- 
ever, is only $71 suggesting there is still considerable work to be done in the 
SFP area. 
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— The non-drug PBPM for February 2007 in Dade is 82% higher than the state- 
wide PBPM excluding Dade and Broward Counties. The Broward non-drug 
PBPM is 24% higher than the statewide number. 

In summary, the threat of infusion drug fraud remains high but is largely con- 
tained in Dade and Broward Counties. The focus of the SFP has shifted to fraud 
involving non-drug services where there is still plenty of work to do. 

II. Progress Against Statement of Work 

A. Provider Enrollment 

1. Site Visit Process 

• In February, 22 sites were added to the list of providers to be visited prior to 
enrollment. 

• Of the ten site visits completed during the month, three applications were de- 
nied because the providers were not operational. Of the seven applications ap- 
proved, three were considered high-risk and will be placed on pre-payment 
claim review for all services billed. 

• A total of 20 site visits to existing providers were made this month. Of that 
total, seven resulted in the revocation of the provider’s billing number. Five site 
visits were inconclusive and will require follow-up work in March. 

• Since the beginning of SFP site visits, 56 applications have been denied or ap- 
proved with 100% claim monitoring, while 41 billing numbers have been re- 
voked. 

• The site visit process has been modified to cease appointment scheduling for 
new provider visits. The revised process instead simply notifies the provider 
that a site visit will occur during the reported normal hours of operation. This 
will make extensive staging and preparation work that is observed on some vis- 
its more difficult. 

2. Five or More Reassignment Process 

• A total of 29 providers have been identified since inception that meet the five 
or more reassignment criteria. Of that total, 22 applications have completed 
processing, resulting in the deactivation of 118 provider numbers. The remain- 
ing seven responses are pending. 

B. Data Analysis 

1. Spike Billing/Monitoring Report Development 

• An early detection report is being developed to track movement of physicians 
from Dade and Broward Counties to other areas of Florida using provider en- 
rollment information. The goal is to run a weekly report of newly enrolled pro- 
viders that are, or have been, enrolled in Dade and Broward Counties and as- 
sign a risk level. High-risk providers will be immediately placed on pre-payment 
review even before we receive their initial claims. This report will be ready by 
the end of March. 

• As mentioned in the Executive Summary, analysis of claims suspended by the 
non-drug $500 edit for general and family practitioners shows that development 
of certain medically unbelievable edits is needed. The evaluation and edit cri- 
teria will be ready by the end of March. 

• A statistical tool is being developed to assist with the analytical work needed 
to implement medically unbelievable edits that span a period of time. This new 
statistical tool, which will be modified to analyze data over time to help insure 
legitimate providers are not affected, will be ready by the end of March. 

• An evaluation of the expansion of the infusion “specialty edits” statewide for 
general and family practitioners was completed. Movement of some infusion 
clinics outside South Florida prompted the evaluation. The results show that 
over 150 legitimate providers would have had their claims hit the existing edit 
structure. These providers typically are designated as family practice, but have 
had additional training in cardiology, rheumatology and other specialties. We 
will work with the PSC on alternative solutions to statewide editing. 

2. Predictive Modeling 

• The scoring of high-risk providers in South Florida has been completed. The re- 
sults of the scoring will be used to prioritize providers for enrollment revalida- 
tion. 

3. Pending Claims Analysis 

• A new pending claim data report is being developed that will compare a pro- 
vider’s pending billed amounts to billed and paid amounts for the previous 
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month. A statistical evaluation of the results will also be developed. This report, 
which will assist in identifying aberrancies in pending claim data, will be ready 
in early April. 

C. Claims Editing 

1. Provider-Specific Edits 

• Total savings from edits for new providers and providers previously cleared by 
the PSC in February are approximately $900K. 

2. Widespread Edits 

• The non-drug edit designed to suspend claims for medical record development 
for amounts over $500 billed by general and family practitioners in Dade and 
Broward Counties saved $4.9 million in February. 

• The widespread edit for internal medicine physicians implemented by the SFP 
in November saved $2.2 million in February. This edit was not expected to gen- 
erate large savings like the general and family practitioner specialty edits illus- 
trating that unscrupulous providers continue to bill for drug services. 

3. Medically Unbelievable Edits 

• As noted in the Executive Summary of this report, work on designing medically 
unbelievable edits for three groups of services: vestibular testing, pulmonary 
testing and injection of nerve agents (nerve blocks). 

D. Payment Suspensions 

• No payment suspensions have been necessary to date given the effectiveness of 
other corrective actions. 

E. Infusion Reporting 

• The February monthly reports were produced and forwarded to the PSC on 
March 12. 

• A new request for two additional (100% pre-payment review) edits was sub- 
mitted by the PSC. The criteria are currently being developed. 

III. Reporting 

A. SFP Claims Editing Savings 

February Cumulative 

• Provider Specific Edits: $ .9M $ 2.2M 

• Widespread Edits: $7.1M $10. 3M 

B. Provider Enrollment Activity 

• The “Site Visit of Existing Providers July 2006 through February 2007” chart 
includes three follow-up visits of providers from last month which resulted in 
one additional provider going operational without monitoring; results from the 
other two are still being evaluated. 

C. Pilot Metrics 

• A summary of each metric being used to measure the success of the SFP is in- 
cluded in the Executive Summary. 

— CERT Scores 

— Drug Reimbursement: PBPM 
— Non-Drug Reimbursement: PBPM 
— General and Family Practices: PBPM 
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